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•  CERTIFICATION  MOnON 


File  No.  90.808E:  San 
Francisco  Main  Library 
Address:  Marshall 
Square;  Fulton  Street, 
between  Lark  in  and  Hyde 
Streets:  and  the 
Existing  Main  Library. 
Assessor's  Blocks  353/ 
Lot  1;  354/1  and  Fulton 
Street  between  the  two 
blocks . 


SAN  FRANCISCO  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  13297 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
REPORT  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  MAIN  LIBRARY,  FULTON  STREET  MALL  AND 
CONVERSION  OF  THE  EXISTING  MAIN  LIBRARY  TO  THE  ASIAN  ART  MUSEUM,  ON  THREE 
PARCELS  IN  CIVIC  CENTER 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter 
"Commission")  hereby  CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
identified  as  case  file  No.  90.808E,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  including 
construction  of  a  new  Main  Library,  creation  of  a  Fulton  Street  pedestrian 
mall,  and  conversion  of  the  existing  Main  Library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum, 
(hereinafter  "Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)    The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  (hereinafter  "Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000 
et  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Adm-? '  :.ode 
TTtTe~14,  Section  15000  et.  seq.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  Chapter 
31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  3i  ). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  EIR  was  required  and  provided 
public  notice  of  that  determination  bypubl ication  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  on  April  11,  1991. 

b.  On  November  7,  1991,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper 
of  general  circulation  of  the  availability  of  the  DEIR  for  public  review  and 
conment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  City  Planning  Cornnission  public 
hearing  on  the  DEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of 
persons  requesting  such  notice. 
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c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the 
public  hearing  were  posted  near  the  project  site  on  November  12,  1991. 

d.  On  November  7,  1991,  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise 
delivered  to  a  list  of  persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the 
distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners,  and  to  government 
agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources 
via  the  State  Clearinghouse  on  November  7,  1991. 

2)  The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  on  December  12,1991,  at  which  opportunity  for 
public  comment  was  given,  and  public  comment  was  received  on  the  DEIR.  The 
period  for  acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  December  23,  1991. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues 
received  at  the  public  hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  46-day  public  review 
period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of  the  DEIR  in  response  to 
comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available 
during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DEIR.  This 
material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses," 
published  on  February  18,  1992  ,  was  distributed  to  the  Commission  and  to  all 
parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices. 

4)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
consisting  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and 
comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that 
became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as  required  by 
law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for 
review  by  the  Commission  and  the  public,  and  these  files  are  part  of  the 
record  before  the  Commission. 
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6)  On  February  27,  1992,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the 
procedures  through  which  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared, 
publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  CEQA,  the  CEQA 
Guidelines  and  Chapter  31. 

7)  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  concerning  File  No.  90.808E:    is  adequate,  accurate  and 
objective,  and  that  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  no 
significant  revisions  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  hereby 
does  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  in 
compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

8)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  three-part  project  described  and 
evaluated  in  the  main  text  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report: 

a.  Will  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural  and  Historic  Resources 
in  that  it  would  alter  the  existing  Main  Library  building  which  is  a 
designated  contributory  building  in  a  National  Register  Historic  District  and 
National  Historic  Landmark  District. 

b.  Will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in  that  it  would 
contribute  to  traffic  increases  and  cumulative  passenger  loading  on  MUNI, 
BART,  and  other  transit  carriers  in  the  Greater  Downtown  and  Vicinity.  Such 
cumulative  transportation  impacts  could  cause  violations  of  fine  particulate 
matter  (PM]o)  standards  in  San  Francisco  with  concomitant  health  effects  and 
reduced  visibility.  And, 

c.  Will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in  that  it  would 
increase  the  daytime  population  on  the  project  site  above  existing  conditions, 
that  would  be  subject  to  substantial  danger  during  a  major  earthquake, 
although  the  new  Main  Library  would  meet  the  most  current  building  and  seismic 
engineering  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  and  the  existing 
Main  Library  building    would  be  seismically  reinforced. 
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I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  February  27,  1992. 

Linda  Avery 
Secretary 


AYES:    Commissioners  Bierman,  Boldridge,  Hu,  Karasick,  Morales  and  Sewell. 
NOES:  None 
ABSENT: None 
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INTRODUCnON 


This  Environmental  Impact  Report,  for  the  purposes  of  impact  analysis,  evaluates  the 
effects  of  development  on  three  parcels,  referred  to  as  the  New  Library  block 
(Marshall  Square),  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block,  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  As 
described  in  the  EIR,  these  individual  development  programs  have  different  project 
sponsors,  funding  sources,  and  timetables,  and  each  is  at  a  different  stage  in  the 
development  process.  The  New  Main  Library  is  furthest  along,  with  funding  secured 
through  passage  of  a  bond  measure.  Proposition  A,  in  November  1988.  Architects  for 
the  new  library  were  selected  in  June  1989,  and  the  building  design  has  been  given 
preliminary  approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission,  which  has  legal  authority 
under  the  City  Charter  to  approve  the  design  of  public  buildings.  (Final  approval 
cannot  be  given  until  certification  of  this  EIR  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.)  The 
Asian  Art  Museum,  which  would  be  constructed  primarily  in  the  existing  Main 
Library,  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  proposed  for  Fulton  Street  between  the  new  library 
and  the  museum,  are  in  the  early  planning  stages,  while  more  information  is  available 
regarding  the  New  Main  Library.  For  these  reasons,  the  EIR  analyzes  the  potential 
impacts  of  all  three  development  programs  as  they  presently  exist.  While  evaluating 
the  impacts  of  the  two  other  proposals  that  can  be  known  from  their  development 
programs,  the  EIR  concentrates  on  describing  the  New  Main  Library  and  its  potential 
impacts  in  greater  detail. 

The  word,  project,  is  used  in  this  EIR  to  refer  to  all  three  components:  the  New  Main 
Library,  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall;  project  site,  refers  to  all 
three  sites.  Where  one  component  of  the  project  is  discussed  separately,  it  is 
specifically  referenced.  The  new  library  site  (the  block  bounded  by  Larkin,  Fulton, 
Hyde,  and  Grove  Streets)  is  referred  to  as  the  New  Library  block  and  as  Marshall 
Square.  The  site  of  the  existing  Main  Library  (the  block  bounded  by  Larkin, 
McAllister,  Hyde,  and  Fulton  Streets)  is  referred  to  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block. 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  refers  to  Fulton  Street  between  the  New  Library  block  and  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  block,  and  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets. 

This  EIR  incorporates  some  information  from  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Case 

No.  86.505EMTZ,  Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990)  and  from  the  South  of  Market 

EIR  (Case  No.  85.463E,  Final  EIR  certified  December  7,  1989).  Incorporation  by 
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reference  with  a  summary  is  used  pursuant  to  CEQA  Sections  21061  and  21 100  (see 
also  CEQA  Guidelines  Sec.  15150).  These  documents  are  available  for  public  review 
at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  San  Francisco; 
the  San  Francisco  Main  Library;  and  various  branch  libraries. 
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1.  SUMMARY 


A-  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  San  Francisco  Library  Commission  proposes  to  build  a  new  Main  Library  on 
Marshall  Square  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  with  funding  from  a 
voter-approved  bond  measure.  Following  relocation  of  the  library,  the  existing  library 
building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded  to  contain  the  Asian  Art  Museum, 
currently  located  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  This  portion  of  the  project  would  be  carried  out 
by  the  Asian  Art  Commission,  with  separate  funding.  The  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Public  Works  would  construct  a  pedestrian  mall  in  the  block  of  Fulton  Street 
between  the  existing  Main  Library  and  the  new  library,  assuming  separate  funding 
becomes  available.  The  architects  for  the  New  Main  Library  are  Pei  Cobb  Freed  & 
Partners  of  New  York  and  Simon  Martin- Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris  of  San  Francisco, 
associated  architects. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  on  Marshall  Square,  the  block  bounded 
by  Fulton,  Hyde,  Grove,  and  Larkin  Streets  (Assessor's  Block  354,  Lot  1).  The  Asian 
Art  Museum  would  be  relocated  to  the  existing  library  building  on  the  block  direcdy 
north,  bounded  by  McAllister,  Hyde,  Fulton,  and  Larkin  Streets  (Assessor's 
Block  353,  Lot  1).  The  planned  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  occupy  Fulton  Street 
between  the  two  buildings,  and  between  Hyde  and  Larkin  Streets.  The  project  would 
replace  a  7,950-sq.-ft.,  single-story  City  office  building  (100  Larkin  Street),  which 
would  be  demolished;  a  45,000-sq.-ft.,  three-story  City  office  building  (45  Hyde 
Street);  a  130-space  surface  parking  lot;  90  parking  spaces  on  Fulton  Street;  and 
17  parking  spaces  associated  with  the  existing  library  and  the  100  Larkin  Street 
buildings,  and  would  include  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group  to 
another  Civic  Center  site. 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  be  a  six-story-plus-basement  structure, 
approximately  80  feet  tall,  with  about  397,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.  It  would  be  set 
back  from  the  property  line  approximately  40  feet  along  the  west  (Larkin  Street)  and 
north  (Fulton  Street)  frontages  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  existing  library  building. 
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I.  Summary 


Entrances  would  be  located  on  Larkin,  Fulton,  and  Grove  Streets.  Vehicle  access  for 
loading  and  City  vehicle  parking  would  be  from  a  ramp  on  Hyde  Street,  which  would 
replace  the  existing  truck  ramp  to  Brooks  Hall,  and  serve  both  Brooks  Hall  and  the 
new  library.  One  two-bay  truck  loading  dock,  one  delivery  van  space,  two  bookmobile 
spaces,  and  parking  for  seven  City-owned  vehicles  would  be  included.  Brooks  Hall 
loading  facilities  would  be  by  way  of  the  new  ramp  through  the  library  loading  area. 
Concurrently,  new  pedestrian  access  to  Brooks  Hall,  to  replace  the  existing  access  via 
the  truck  ramp  sidewalk,  would  be  constructed  at  the  Civic  Auditorium,  while  new 
exit-only  stairs  from  Brooks  Hall  would  be  constructed  on  the  east  side  of  Larkin 
Street,  Just  west  of  the  New  Main  Library. 

Architecturally,  the  Larkin  Street  (west)  and  Fulton  Street  (north)  facades  of  the  New 
Main  Library  would  be  similar  in  style  to  the  existing  Beaux  Arts  library,  with  exterior 
granite  cladding.  The  Hyde  Street  (east)  facade  and  most  of  the  Grove  Street  (south) 
side  of  the  new  library  would  use  the  same  exterior  granite,  but  would  be 
contemporary  in  design.  The  lower  level  (basement)  would  include  a  300-seat 
auditorium  and  meeting  rooms  seating  another  250  persons. 

The  library  interior  would  include  a  central,  skylit  atrium  extending  from  the  Main 
Floor  (partially  below  grade)  to  the  building  roof;  L-shaped  lightwells  parallel  to 
Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets;  book  stacks,  work  and  study  areas,  as  well  as  special 
interest  facilities  and  collections,  of  various  dimensions  and  layouts;  and  a  separate 
children's  area.  Access  to  all  library  services  would  be  via  a  single  control  /  security 
point.  The  entry  areas  of  the  Main  Floor  and  Upper  Main  Floor,  and  through  access 
between  Fulton,  Grove,  and  Larkin  Streets,  would  be  accessible  without  entering  the 
library's  collections  /  service  areas. 

Excavation  would  be  required  for  the  New  Main  Library,  with  a  maximum  depth  of 
excavation  of  about  35  feet  below  grade. 

With  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library,  the  Pioneer  Monument,  currently  located 
at  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  on  the  southeast  comer  of  the  New  Library  block,  is 
proposed  to  be  relocated  to  another  site  in  the  Civic  Center. 
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The  project  analyzed  in  this  EIR  includes  the  conversion  of  the  existing  Main  Library 
buUding  to  house  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  which  now  occupies  one  wing  of  the  M.H. 
de Young  Museum  building  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would 
occupy  the  entire  existing  library  buUding.  Included  in  proposed  renovations  would  be 
seismic  strengthening,  adding  floor  space  to  the  existing  buUding  by  replacing  the 
existing  library  stacks  with  gallery,  office  and  work  space,  and  installing  a  new 
mezzanine  level  in  the  stack  area,  and  demolishing  the  City  office  buUding  at  45  Hyde 
Street,  replacing  it  with  an  addition  to  the  existing  library  building.  Including  this 
addition,  the  building  would  expand  from  approximately  174,000  sq.  ft.  to  about 
224,000  sq.  ft.  The  new  museum  would  include  an  auditorium/theater  seating 
approximately  400  persons. 

Alternatively,  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  include  construction  of  the  addition  at 
45  Hyde  Street  but  would  instead  create  additional  gaUery  space  in  the  south  (Fulton 
Street)  reading  room  by  construction  of  a  partial  mezzanine  within  this  room.  Exterior 
alterations  to  the  existing  building  would  be  the  same  under  this  plan.  The  proposal 
including  the  45  Hyde  Street  addition  is  examined  in  this  EIR  for  purposes  of  a 
conservative  analysis. 

Contingent  on  the  success  of  a  future  bond  issue,  the  Fulton  Street  MaU  would  be 
created,  connecting  Civic  Center  Plaza  with  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street  to 
the  east. 

Total  net  changes  in  the  area  for  the  project  site  would  be:  an  increase  in  building  area 
of  approximately  400,000  sq.  ft.,  including  the  New  Main  Library,  remodeling  and 
expansion  of  the  existing  library  building,  demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street;  a  decrease  in  public  parking  of  220  spaces  and  in  employee  parking 
of  about  15  spaces;  an  increase  in  city  vehicle  parking  of  seven  spaces  and  an  increase 
of  two  loading  spaces;  and  an  increase  in  open  space  of  about  60,000  sq.  ft.,  including 
construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  pedestrian  mall  and  elimination  of  open  space 
surrounding  the  100  Larkin  Street  building.  The  project  site  is  in  a  P  (Public  Use) 
zoning  district.  The  proposed  uses  would  be  principal  permitted  uses  in  this  district. 
The  New  Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  are  both  within  an  80-X 
Height  and  Bulk  District,  while  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  site  is  within  an  OS  (Open 
Space)  district.  The  project  would  comply  with  the  height  and  bulk  limits  for  the  site. 
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The  New  Main  Library  would  require  approval  by  the  Library  Commission  and  a 
finding  of  consistency  with  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  The  Arts  Commission 

#  must  approve  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  The  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission  must  approve  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza 
and  any  change  to  the  plaza.  In  addition,  the  project  sponsors  (the  San  Francisco 
Library  Commission  for  the  New  Main  Library.  Asian  Art  Commission  for  the  Asian 
Art  Museum)  must  obtain  building  and  related  permits  from  the  Central  Permit  Bureau 
of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  is  expected  to  take  about  30  months,  with  about 
nine  additional  months  projected  for  the  furnishing  and  the  transfer  of  library  facilities 
to  the  new  building.  A  six-month  'early  excavation'  period  is  planned  for  1992  to 
uncover  potential  subsurface  cultural  resources  on-site.  The  cost  is  projected  at 
approximately  $77  million  (1990  dollars).  The  Library  Commission  expects  the  new 
building  to  be  ready  for  occupancy  by  September  1995,  with  public  opening  scheduled 
for  March  1996.  Remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  Main  Library  buUding  to 
accommodate  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  begin  after  completion  of  the  New  Main 
Library  and  relocation  of  all  library  services  to  the  new  building;  it  is  expected  to  take 
a  minimum  of  two  years  and  cost  approximately  $55  million  (1990  dollars). 

#  Occupancy  by  the  museum  is  proposed  for  late  1998.  Construction  of  the  proposed 
Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  phased  over  four  years  beginning  in  1996.  Relocation  of 
the  monument  could  take  two  to  four  months. 

B.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

ARCHITECTURAL,  HISTORIC  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  (pp.  81  to  86) 
Architectural  and  Historic  Resources 

The  project  site  contains  four  structures:  a  single-story  City  office  building 
(100  Larkin  Street)  and  the  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group  on  the  New  Library 
block,  and  the  existing  Main  Library  and  a  three-story  City  office  building  (45  Hyde 
Street)  on  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block.  The  Main  Library  was  assigned  the  highest 
rating  of  "5"  in  the  1976  Department  of  City  Planning  Architectural  Inventory  and  the 
highest  rating  of  "A"  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 
( 1984  unpublished  survey);  it  is  considered  a  Contributory  buUding  in  the  proposed 
City  Civic  Center  Historic  District.  The  Pioneer  Monument  was  also  rated  "5"  in  the 
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DCP  Inventory.  The  45  Hyde  Street  building  is  designated  Noncontributory  in  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  and  was  not  rated  in  the  1976  DCP  Inventory 
or  by  Heritage.  The  100  Larkin  Street  building  is  considered  Noncontributory  in  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  and  was  rated  "2"  in  the  1976  DCP  Inventory 
and  "B"  by  Heritage.  The  Civic  Center  is  listed  as  both  a  National  Historic  Landmark 
District  and  as  a  Historic  District  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

As  part  of  conversion  of  the  existing  Main  Library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  the 
facades  of  the  existing  structure  would  not  be  altered,  with  the  following  exceptions: 
the  inscription  identifying  the  building  and  the  large  concrete  statues  above  the  Larkin 
Street  entrance  would  be  removed,  as  would  the  names  of  literary  figures  inscribed  on 
the  building.  Two  entrances  are  planned  to  replace  the  present  single  doorway  on  the 
Fulton  Street  side,  and  windows  at  the  street  level  of  this  side  of  the  building  would  be 
extended  down  to  ground  level  to  let  more  light  into  the  entry  spaces.  Plans  for 
conversion  are  preliminary  and  are  based  on  the  feasibility  study  prepared  for 
conversion  of  the  library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The  45  Hyde  Street  building 
would  be  demolished  and  replaced  with  a  two-story  addition  to  the  existing  library 
building.  The  existing  building  cornice  line  would  be  continued  at  its  present  height 
along  both  McAllister  and  Hyde  Streets.  The  McAllister  Street  frontage  would  be 
extended  to  Hyde  Street,  continuing  the  existing  pattem  of  recessed  windows  and  the 
cornice  line.  Major  existing  interior  spaces  would  be  retained  in  the  proposed  Asian 
Art  Museum.  (If  the  Hyde  Street  addition  were  not  built,  some  new  floor  space  would 
be  constructed  by  adding  a  partial  mezzanine  within  the  existing  south  reading  room 
on  the  second  floor).  The  100  Larkin  Street  office  building  would  be  demolished  for 
construction  of  the  New  Main  Library.  The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated 
within  the  Civic  Center. 

#  Removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage  of  the  existing  Main  Library,  the 
inscriptions  identifying  the  building  and  literary  figures,  lengthening  the  windows  on 
the  Fulton  Sfreet  facade,  as  well  as  removal  of  murals  by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  from  the 
building's  interior,  would  significantly  affect  this  contributory  building  in  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District. 
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Cultural  Resources 

During  the  Prehistoric  Period,  the  project  site  and  surrounding  area  represented  a 
favorable  setting  for  aboriginal  encampments.  A  number  of  prehistoric  sites  have  been 
recorded  in  San  Francisco;  one  site  was  uncovered  within  one  mile  of  the  proposed 
New  Main  Library.  The  possibility  exists  that  similar  prehistoric  cultural  materials 
may  exist  within  the  proposed  project  site.  There  is  little  likelihood  of  encountering 
cultural  resources  from  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  Periods.  The  project  area  was  the 
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location  of  San  Francisco'  first  official  cemetery,  and  there  is  a  possibility  of 
encountering  cultural  remains  dating  from  as  early  as  1850.  It  is  also  possible  that 
architectural/cultural  remains  may  exist  from  the  late  19th  century  City  Hall,  which 
was  located  in  an  area  that  included  the  project  site.  Excavation  for  construction  of  the 
New  Main  Library  would  be  to  a  depth  of  about  30  to  35  feet  below  grade,  while 
excavation  for  seismic  strengthening  of  the  existing  library  and  for  the  proposed  Asian 
Art  Museum  addition  to  the  existing  library  would  be  to  about  20  feet  below  grade. 


URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY  (pp.  87  to  101) 


The  project  site  is  located  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  which  includes  a  group  of 
monumental  public  buddings  reflecting  the  Beaux  Arts  inspired  City  Beautiful 
movement. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  similar  in  height  and  building  envelope  to  the 
existing  library.  The  Fulton  Street  and  Larkin  Street  facades  are  designed  to  reflect  the 
Beaux  Arts  architecture  of  the  existing  major  public  buildings  in  Civic  Center.  The 
Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades  would  be  of  more  modem,  unembellished 
design,  with  a  large  rectangular  element  set  off  from  square  with  the  rest  of  the 
building  and  parallel  to  Market  Street.  The  New  Main  Library  would  block  existing 
public  views  of  City  Hall  from  the  intersection  of  Hyde,  Eighth  and  Meuket  Streets. 
City  Hall  would  remain  in  view  from  United  Nations  Plaza  and  from  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall,  once  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  was  completed.  New  public  views 
of  City  HaU  and  Civic  Center  would  be  available  from  the  New  Main  Library. 

Renovation  of  the  existing  Main  Library  would  not  result  in  any  changes  in  views 
from  the  project  site.  Views  of  the  Hyde  Street  and  McAllister  Street  sides  of  the 
library  would  be  altered  by  the  two -story  addition  that  is  intended  to  be  compatible 
with  the  existing  Library  building. 

Long-range  views  of  the  Civic  Center  would  not  be  altered  by  the  project.  From 
places  where  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  visible,  such  as  parts  of  the  eastern  slope 
of  Twin  Peaks  and  from  Nob  HUl,  it  would  appear  as  part  of  the  group  of  stmctures  in 
the  Civic  Center. 
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SHADOW  AND  WIND  (pp.  101  to  1 18) 

The  New  Main  Library  would  cast  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza,  which  is 
protected  by  the  City's  sunlight  ordinance  (City  Planning  Code  Section  295),  but  not 
in  excess  of  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  established  by  the  City  Planning  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Commissions.  Thus  the  project  would  comply  with  the 
ordinance.  The  New  Main  Library  would  cast  new  shadow  on  United  Nations  Plaza 
and  on  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall.  The  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  addition  to 
the  existing  library  building  would  not  shade  any  of  these  three  open  spaces.  It  would 
add  shadow  to  the  elevated  plaza  in  front  of  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  at  198 
McAllister  Street  at  Hyde  Street.  Both  project  components  would  add  new  shadow  to 
surrounding  streets,  sidewalks,  and  buildings  in  the  project  area. 

A  wind  tunnel  test  was  conducted  for  the  project.  Of  the  43  locations  examined  in  the 
wind-tunnel  study,  there  are  29  locations  where  the  11 -miles  per  hour  (mph)  pedestrian 
criterion  is  exceeded  under  existing  conditions.  With  the  project,  there  would  be  26 
locations  at  which  the  pedestrian  criterion  would  be  exceeded.    Compared  with 
existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  with  the  project  (without  other  potential 
development)  would  decrease  at  17  locations,  increase  at  8  locations,  and  remain  the 
same  at  18  locations.  With  the  project  in  the  potential  development  scenario  (that  is, 
with  other  potential  development  in  the  area),  there  would  be  25  locations  where  the 
pedestrian  criterion  would  be  exceeded.  Existing  winds  exceed  the  26  mph  hazard 
criteria  at  the  sidewalk  of  the  Hayes  and  Market  Streets  and  Polk  and  Market  Streets 
intersections  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year.  In  all  scenarios  tested,  winds  at  these 
locations  would  exceed  the  26-mph  hazard  criterion  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year. 
The  project  would  not  create  any  new  exceedences  of  the  hazard  criterion. 

TRANSPORTATION  (pp.  1 19  to  159) 

The  project  would  generate  about  13,825  net  new  person-trip  ends  (pte)  per  day, 
5,575  net  new  daily  pte  to  and  from  the  New  Main  Library  and  8,250  new  daily  pte  to 
and  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  About  99  percent  of  the  net  new  library  trips  and 
91  percent  of  the  museum  trips  would  be  generated  by  patrons;  employees  (including 
volunteers)  would  make  the  remaining  trips.  In  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  project  would 
generate  about  1 ,705  pte:  1 ,030  pte  to  and  from  the  New  Main  Library  and  675  pte  to 
;md  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  With  the  addition  of  project-generated  traffic  to 
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existing  conditions,  the  p.m.  peak-hour  level  of  service  (LOS)  at  three  intersections 
studied  would  remain  the  same  as  at  present.  The  project  would  worsen  conditions  at 
the  Larkin  /  McAllister  Streets  intersection  (LOS  B  to  LOS  C),  the  Larkin  /  Grove 
Streets  intersection  (LOS  A  to  LOS  B),  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  McAllister  Street 
intersection  (LOS  C  to  LOS  C/D),  and  the  Hyde  /  McAllister  Streets  intersection  (LOS 
A  to  LOS  A/B).  Cumulative  traffic  growth  between  1991  and  2000,  including  project 
traffic,  would  change  LOS  at  all  intersections  studied;  all  intersections  would  continue 
to  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better  except  the  Ninth  /  Market  Streets  intersection;  it 
currently  operates  at  LOS  E  and  would  deteriorate  to  LOS  F. 

The  project  would  represent  about  0.2  percent  of  total  outbound  regional  auto  demand 
on  major  corridors  (bridges  and  freeways)  in  the  year  2000.  This  increase  in  traffic 
would  not  be  measurable  against  day-to-day  fluctuations  in  traffic  volumes.  However, 
cumulative  travel  demand  is  projected  to  exceed  p.m.  peak  period  capacity  of  some  of 
the  freeways  serving  San  Francisco,  resulting  in  shifts  in  travel  modes  (from 
automobiles  to  public  transit  and  ridesharing). 

The  project  site  is  well-served  by  both  local  and  regional  transit  carriers,  including 
MUNI,  BART,  SamTrans,  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  directly,  and  AC  Transit  and 
Caltrain  via  connecting  MUNI  lines.  The  project  would  generate  about  345  outbound 
trips  on  MUNI  and  about  48  outbound  BART  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Levels 
of  Service  (LOS)  on  MUNI  would  remain  within  acceptable  ranges  with  the  addition 
of  project-generated  trips  except  within  the  northwest  quadrant,  where  some 
overcrowding  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  while  the  project  would  not 
noticeably  affect  BART  service.  Project  transit  trips  would  contribute  to  an  overall 
increase  in  cumulative  ridership. 

Project-generated  pedestriem  traffic  would  increase  pedestrian  congestion  in 
crosswalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Under  cumulative  conditions  in  2000 
(including  project  pedestrian  traffic),  aU  crosswalks  studied  would  operate  in  the 
unimpeded  range  in  both  the  noon  and  p.m.  peak  hours  except  the  south  crosswalk  at 
Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets,  which  would  be  in  the  impeded  range  in  both  periods,  and  the 
north  Hyde  /  Fulton  crosswalk  and  north  Larkin  /  Grove  crosswalk,  both  of  which 
would  be  impeded  in  the  noon  hour.  All  crosswalks  would  operate  at  acceptable  levels 
of  service  under  both  project  and  cumulative  conditions. 
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The  project  would  eliminate  about  220  public  parking  spaces  (about  130  spaces  in  the 
Marshall  Square  lot  and  about  90  on-street  spaces  on  Fulton  Street),  as  well  as 
17  spaces  currently  used  by  City  employees  /  vehicles.  The  pro,ect  would  provide  no 
public  parking.  There  would  be  seven  parking  spaces  for  City-owned  vehicles 
(including  one  staff  space)  in  the  New  Main  Library.  Currently,  on-street  parking  in 
the  project  vicinity  is  85  percent  occupied  on  an  average  weekday  and  off-street 
parking  is  about  80  percent  occupied,  with  variation  among  lots  and  garages.  The 
Civic  Center  Garage  is  about  50  percent  occupied  on  an  average  weekday.  Project 
parking  demand,  including  displaced  demand  from  the  approximately 
230  total  eliminated  spaces,  would  be  about  470  spaces  on  an  average  weekday  and 
about  525  spaces  on  a  peak  non-special -event  weekday.  This  demand,  including 
parking  demand  from  the  United  Nations  Plaza  Farmers'  Market,  could  be 
accommodated  in  the  project  area.  On  weekdays  when  major  special  events  are  under 
way  at  Brooks  Hall  /  Civic  Auditorium,  there  would  be  an  unmet  parking  demand  for 
about  185  spaces.  Some  Farmers'  Market  vendors  could  have  difficulty  locating 
nearby  parking  for  their  larger  vehicles  once  the  Marshall  Square  lot  were  eliminated 
and  parking  was  eliminated  on  Fulton  Street  for  the  mall. 

Truck  loading  for  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  by  a  relocated  two-way  access  ramp 
from  Hyde  Street  that  would  also  serve  Brooks  Hall.  The  existing  Brooks  Hall  ramp 
would  be  eliminated.  Library  loading  has  been  designed  to  minimize  conflicts  with 
Brooks  Hall  truck  traffic.  With  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  tmcks  waiting 
to  unload  at  Brooks  Hall  would  not  be  able  to  use  Fulton  Street  as  a  queuing  area, 
compared  with  existing  conditions  These  trucks  would  be  held  at  a  South  of  Market 
staging  area  and  dispatched  to  Brooks  Hall  to  avoid  conflicts  with  traffic  around  the 
project  site.  Nevertheless,  because  the  largest  (65-foot)  trucks  would  have  to  back 
down  the  ramp  and  into  the  Brooks  Hall  loading  area,  the  potential  would  exist  for 
conflicts  among  Brooks  Hall  tmcks,  library  delivery  vehicles,  and  traffic  on  Hyde 
Street. 

AIR  QUALITY  (pp.  159  to  164) 

Project-related  vehicular  traffic  would  add  to  cumulative  regional  pollutant  emissions, 
and  contribute  to  the  continued  failure  of  the  Bay  Area  to  attain  federal  ozone  and 
carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards.  Project-related  traffic  alone  would  contribute  less 
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than  one  percent  of  transportation-related  emissions  resulting  from  development  in 
San  Francisco  County,  and  thus  would  not  pose  a  potentially  significant  effect  on  air 
quality.  However,  emissions  of  particulates  generated  by  the  project,  together  with 
cumulative  development,  would  increase  particulate  concentrations,  which  would 
increase  the  frequency  of  fine  particulate  matter  standard  (PMjq)  violations  in  San 
Francisco,  with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility. 

Currently,  neither  the  one-  nor  the  eight-hour  CO  standards  are  being  violated  in  the 
project  vicinity  at  any  intersections  studied.  Neither  project-generated  nor  cumulative 
vehicle  traffic  would  cause  violations  at  any  of  the  study  intersections.  Local  CO 
concentrations  are  predicted  to  be  less  in  2000  than  in  1990  (the  base  year  for  project 
impacts),  because  the  effects  of  emission  controls  on  new  vehicles  would  offset 
increases  in  traffic  volumes  and  congestion. 

CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  (pp.  164  to  170) 

Project  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  remodeling  and  expansion  of  the 
existing  Library  building  would  temporarily  increase  noise  and  vibration  levels  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  site  during  the  54  months  estimated  to  complete  those  portions  of  the 
project.  Highest  average  construction  noise  levels  experienced  in  residences  or  offices 
and  stores  (depending  on  whether  pile  driving  were  to  occur  at  night  or  during  daytime 
hours)  near  the  site  could  interfere  with  rest  and  speech,  and  could  affect  users  of  the 
existing  Main  Library.  Pile  driving  would  occur  intermittently  for  about  four  weeks 
during  constmction  of  the  New  Main  Library,  and  for  a  shorter  period  during 
constmction  of  the  addition  to  the  existing  library.  Pile  driving  would  cause 
vibrations,  which  are  more  irritating  to  some  people  than  noise,  in  adjacent  and  nearby 
buildings.  Pile  driving  and  the  operation  of  construction  equipment  could  temporarily 
raise  the  exterior  noise  level  70  feet  from  the  New  Main  Library  site  along  Grove 
Street  to  about  98  dBA.  With  windows  open,  commercial  uses  along  Grove  Street 
would  experience  interior  noise  levels  of  about  88  dBA;  with  windows  closed, 
approximately  78  dBA.  Exterior  noise  levels  at  two  residential  hotels  south  of  the 
New  Library  block  would  be  about  89  dBA.  With  windows  open,  hotel  residents 
would  experience  interior  noise  levels  of  about  79  dBA  and,  with  windows  closed, 
about  69  dBA.  The  existing  library  site  on  Fulton  Street  would  experience  peak 
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exterior  noise  levels  of  about  93  dBA.  With  windows  open,  interior  noise  would  be 
about  83  dBA  and  with  windows  closed,  about  73  dBA.  Noise  impacts  of  remodeling 
and  expanding  the  existing  Main  Library  building  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  New 
Main  Library  construction  because  most  of  the  work  would  be  indoors.  As  noted,  pile 
driving  would  be  required  for  the  addition  to  the  existing  building.  Should  any  other 
buildings  be  under  constmction  in  the  project  vicinity  at  the  same  time  as  project 
construction,  noise  levels  would  be  expected  to  increase  by  2  to  5  dBA. 


GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY  (pp.  170  to  175) 


The  project  site,  like  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  in  general,  is  subject  to  ground 
shaking  from  potentially  large  earthquakes  on  the  San  Andreas  and  Hay  ward  faults,  as 
well  as  on  other  faults  in  the  region.  Increases  in  employment  and  public  use  at  the 
site  that  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project  would  result  in  a  larger  number  of 
people  being  exposed  to  seismic  hazards,  compared  to  existing  conditions,  if  an 
earthquake  occurred  during  the  day.  New  buildings,  including  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library,  are  subject  to  more  stringent  building  and  structural  standards  than  older 
buildings.  The  project  also  includes  seismic  upgrading  of  the  existing  library  building 
for  conversion  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  demolition  or  removal  of  two  existing 
office  buildings,  which  probably  do  not  meet  current  seismic  design  standards. 
Persons  using  the  site  after  the  proposed  development  would  likely  be  relatively  safer 
than  those  using  the  site  in  its  present  condition  in  the  event  of  a  major  earthquake. 


HAZARDS  (pp.  175  to  177) 


The  site  was  used,  historically,  as  open  space  and  burial  grounds  in  the  1800's  and 
City  administrative  offices  in  the  1900's.  Such  activities  do  not  typically  involve 
substantial  hazardous  material  use  and  do  not  suggest  the  potential  of  subsurface 
contamination  of  soil  or  groundwater.  Review  of  relevant  agency  files  did  not  reveal 
any  known  contamination  on  the  project  site.  While  potentially  contaminated 
groundwater  could  have  migrated  onto  the  site  from  other  properties  in  the  vicinity 
that  contained  underground  storage  tanks,  investigation  of  nearby  uses  revealed  no 
indication  of  such  occurrences.  The  possibility  exists  that  polychlorinated  biphenyls 
(PCBs)  are  present  in  the  buildings  on  site.  Enforcement  of  legally  required  provisions 
to  protect  worker  safety  and  performing  site  investigation  and  site  remediation,  as 
appropriate,  would  protect  workers. 
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C.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Primary  measures  that  would  mitigate  potentially  significant  environmental  effects  are 
presented  below.  A  full  recitation  of  mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the 
project  (the  New  Main  Library,  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall), 
under  consideration  or  rejected  by  the  project  sponsors,  and  those  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  other  agencies  is  presented  on  pp.  179  to  185. 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•  The  sponsors  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The  Environmental 
Review  Office  (  ERO)  in  consultation  with  the  President  of  the  Landmarlis 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LP.AE )  an  the  archaeologist  would  determine 
whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews 
on  the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery-  of  cultural  and  historic 
artifaas,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 

Given  the  archival  histor>-  of  the  project  site,  an  historical  archaeologist  would 
be  present  during  site  excavation  and  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent 
log.  The  ERO  would  also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsors  in 
assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or 
during  project  excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  archaeological  resources  be  found  following  commencement  of 
excavation  activities,  the  archaeologist  would  assess  the  significance  of  the 
find,  and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB. 
Excavation  or  construction  activities  which  might  damage  the  discovered 
cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks 
(cumulatively  for  all  instances  where  the  ERO  has  required  a  delay  in 
excavation  of  construction)  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and 
retrieval,  if  appropriate.  Upon  receiving  the  advice  of  the  consultants  and  the 
LPAB,  the  ERO  would  recommend  specific  actions  to  protect  the  resources,  if 
necessary. 

Following  site  clearance,  an  appropriate  security  program  would  be 
implemented  to  prevent  looting.  Any  discovered  cultural  artifacts  assessed  as 
si^iificant  by  the  archaeologist  upon  concurrence  by  the  ERO  and  the 
President  of  the  LPAB  would  be  placed  by  an  appropriate  repository  as 
determined  by  the  ERO.  Copies  of  the  reports  prepared  according  to  these 
mitigation  measures  would  be  sent  to  the  California  Archaeological  Site 
Survey  Office  at  Sonoma  State  University  along  with  three  copies  to  the  ERO. 

•  The  project  sponsors  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  demolition 
sites  with  water  regularly  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction; 
sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover 
stockpiles  of  soUs,  sand  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils, 
sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition, 
excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  PMj^q 
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emissions.  The  sponsors  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed 
water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors 
would  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  constmction 
equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  PMjq  and  other  pollutants, 
by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in 
use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific 
maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  p>eriod. 

As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be 
prepared  by  the  project  sponsors  and  recommended  noise  insulation  features 
would  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  buildings.  For  example,  such  design 
features  could  include  fixed  windows  and  climate  control. 

The  project  sponsors  would  require  that  the  project  contractor(s)  predrill  holes 
(if  feasible  based  on  soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize 
noise  and  vibration  from  pile  driving.  The  actual  pounding  from  pile  driving 
would  occur  during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  span  per  pile. 

The  project  sponsors  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to 
determine  the  time  when  pile  driving  would  cause  the  least  disturbance  to 
neighboring  uses.  The  project  sponsors  would  require  that  the  construction 
contractor(s)  limit  pile  driving  activity  to  result  in  least  disturbance  to  people. 
This  could  require  a  work  permit  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works  pursuant 
to  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908,  if  pile  driving  during 
nighttime  hours  were  determined  to  be  less  disruptive  to  neighboring  uses. 

One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical 
engineer  are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsors  and 
contractor(s)  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical 
report(s)  regarding  any  excavation  and  construction  for  the  project. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  any  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be 
retained  in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were 
found  necessary  by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 


•  MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS 

•  •         The  Asian  Art  Museum,  upon  assuming  jurisdiction  over  the  existing  Main 

Library  building,  could  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building  that  would 
not  remove  the  inscription  identifying  and  dedicating  the  existing  Main  Library 
building,  the  inscribed  names  of  literary  figures  on  the  end  bays  of  the  building, 
and  the  cement  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  and  would  not 
lengthen  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building. 
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The  Asian  Art  Museum  could  retain  all  14,  or  the  10  original  Piazzoni  murals 
on  the  second  floor  balcony  of  the  building. 

Should  the  Asian  Art  Museum  decide  to  remove  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the 
second  floor  balcony  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  the  Asian  Art 
Museum,  in  cooperation  with  the  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco,  could 
locate  a  suitable  site  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  relocation  of  the 
murals.  Such  a  site  could  be  approved  by  the  Arts  Commission. 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  staff  is  considering  covering  the  inscriptions  on  the 
existing  Main  Library,  and  covering  in  place  the  Piazzoni  murals,  rather  than 
removing  them. 

During  the  construction  period,  construction  truck  movement  could  be 
permitted  only  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic 
conflicts.  The  project  sponsors  and  construction  contractors  could  meet  with 
the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the 
Fire  Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  pedestrian 
circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  nearby  projects 
that  are  planned  for  construction  or  which  later  become  known. 
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•  MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  OTHER  AGENCIES 

#  •         The  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  approving  transfer  of  jurisdiction  over  the 

existing  Main  Library  building  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  could  establish  as  a 
condition  that  the  museum  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building  that 
would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for 
Rehabilitation."  The  determination  of  compliance  with  the  Standards  could  be 
made  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in  consultation  with  the  California  Office 
of  Historic  Preservation. 

•         Brooks  Hall  staff  could  arrange  for  incoming  trucks,  making  deliveries  or 
pickups,  to  go  first  to  a  staging  area.  Trucks  would  be  dispatched  from  the 
staging  area  to  Brooks  Hall  when  adequate  capacity  were  available  within  the 
Brooks  Hall  loading  area  to  minimize  interference  with  library  loading  activity 
and  traffic  on  Hyde  Street. 


D.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  site.  The  100  Larkin  Street  City  office 
building,  surface  parking  lot  and  Pioneer  Monument  would  remain  on  Marshall 
Square,  and  the  Main  Library  would  remain  at  its  existing  location;  it  would  be 
seismically  upgraded  independently  of  the  project.  The  New  Main  Library  would  not 
be  built  on  Marshall  Square.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  be  moved  from 
Golden  Gate  Park.  Fulton  Street  would  not  be  altered. 

Under  the  No  Project  Alternative,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the  project 
would  occur.  The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  be  generally 
as  described  in  the  Environmental  Setting  chapter  of  this  report.  Transportation,  noise 
and  air  quedity  impacts  resulting  from  project  construction  would  not  occur.  Future 
transportation  and  air  quality  conditions  would  reflect  impacts  of  cumulative 
development,  minus  the  project.  There  would  be  no  increase  in  energy  demand  or 
demand  for  other  services  on  the  site.  Land  uses,  site  views,  shadow  and  winds  would 
not  change.  There  would  be  no  increase  in  population  or  employment  on  the  project 
site,  no  new  jobs  in  the  Civic  Center  area  and  in  San  Francisco  would  be  created. 
There  would  be  no  effects  on  architectural  resources  on  the  project  site,  and  subsurface 
cuhural  resources  would  not  be  affected.  Removal  of  asbestos  and  PCBs.  which  may 
be  on  the  site,  would  not  occur.  This  altemative  would  not  contribute  to  cumulative 
impacts  on  transportation  at  local  intersections  or  to  additional  air  quality  impacts. 

This  altemative  would  preserve  the  opportunity  to  develop  the  project  site  in  the  future 
with  a  larger  or  smaller  development.        , , 
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.\LTERNATrv'EB:  PIONEER  MOM-MENT 
.•Vltemauve  B.l  Pioneer  Monument  Retain  in  Place 

This  alternative  would  retain  the  Pioneer  Monument  at  its  present  location  on  NLirshall 
Square.  Under  this  alternative,  a  new  Main  Librar\"  would  be  built  on  Marshall 
Square:  it  would  be  similar  to  the  project  libran.'  but  with  the  Hyde   Grove  comer 
redesigned.  The  Xe\^'  M.iin  Libr.ir\-  \^"ould  include  about  379,700  sq.  ft.,  about 
17.300  sq.  ft.  less  than  under  the  project,  according  to  the  project  architect,  The 
proposed  work  space  m  various  depanments  would  be  eliminated.  This  alternative 
would  include  remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  libran.'  building  to  contain  the 
-\sian  .Ajt  Museum  and  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  as  with  the  project. 

bnpacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project,  with  the  primar\' 
exception  being  that  the  monument  u  ould  not  be  moved.  Trip  generation  would  be  the 
same  because  the  New  Main  Libran-  \%  ould  offer  the  same  services  except  for  the 
auditorium.  Without  the  auditorium,  there  could  be  changes  in  peaking  characteristics 
of  patron  trips,  particularly  in  the  e^■enlng  u  hen  there  would  be  fewer  trips,  but  this 
change  would  not  measurably  affect  levels  of  ser\'ice  at  study  intersections  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour. 

CcMistruction-  and  renovation-related  noise  and  air  qualin'  impacts  would  be  nearly 
identical  to  those  of  the  project.  Impacts  related  to  the  densit>'  of  development  would 
be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  since  development  on  the  project  site 
would  be  nearly  identical  to  that  under  the  projea.  Because  the  building  footprint  and 
exterior  of  the  New  Main  Libran.    ould  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project,  effects  on 
shadow,  wind,  subsurface  culmral  resources,  and  biology  would  be  similar  to  those  of 
the  project.  Effects  on  views  would  be  similar,  except  from  Eighth  and  Market 
Streets,  where  the  monument  would  be  visible  in  the  foregroimd  of  the  librar\'. 
Employment  woiild  be  nearly  identical  to  that  under  the  proposed  project,  as  would  the 
corresponding  exposure  to  seismic  hazards.  Energy  use,  public  service  demand,  and 
cumulative  effects  related  to  transportation,  air  qualir\'  and  growth  inducement  would 
be  smiilar  to  those  of  the  project.  During  construction  of  the  New^  Main  Library,  a 
protective  temporar.'  structure  could  be  required  for  the  monument. 
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The  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  organization  advocates  retention  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  in  place,  with  several  design  changes  to  the  new  Main  Library  building.  A 
proposal  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  would  include  these  changes  and  the  same 
square  footage  as  the  project. 

Alternative  B.2  Pioneer  Monument  Relocated  within  Civic  Center 

The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated  from  Grove  and  Hyde  Streets  to  a  new  site 
in  the  Civic  Center  as  part  of  the  project.  This  alternative  discusses  relocation  of  the 
monument,  including  the  five  sites  proposed  for  consideration  by  the  San  Francisco 
Arts  Commission. 

This  altemative  would  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument  within  the  Civic  Center.  Five 
locations  are  currently  under  study  by  the  Arts  Commission,  which  has  jurisdiction 
over  publicly  installed  art:  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall;  the  Market  Street  end  of 
United  Nations  Plaza;  Civic  Center  Plaza,  across  Grove  Street  from  Civic  Auditorium; 
near  the  comer  of  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets,  diagonally  across  the  New  Library  block 
from  the  monument's  existing  location;  and  in  front  of  City  Hall  in  place  of  the 
%   reflecting  pool.  The  EIR  also  considers  a  sixth  location,  between  the  Veterans' 
Building  and  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House. 

In  each  case,  relocation  of  the  monument  would  require  that  it  be  dismantled.  Each  of 
the  five  statues  atop  the  five  granite  columns  that  make  up  the  sculpture  group  would 
be  taken  off  the  monument  and  moved  separately.  The  central  column  and  each  of  the 
four  surrounding  piers  would  probably  be  disassembled  into  the  pieces  from  which 
they  were  fabricated.  The  cost  of  relocating  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  rest  with 
the  Library  Foundation,  a  private  fundraising  organization  that  is  raising  money  for 
interior  furnishings  for  the  New  Main  Library;  the  foundation  has  set  aside  $750,000 
for  moving  the  monument.  Actual  relocation  and  associated  work  would  be  done  by  a 
qualified  contractor. 

#  TTiis  altemative  would  include  relocation  of  the  monument,  as  proposed  under  the 
project.  Effects  of  this  altemative  would  be  those  of  the  project,  plus  site-specific 
impacts  for  each  potential  relocation  site. 
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According  to  a  preliminary  feasibility  study,  at  each  location  except  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall,  structural  underpinning  would  be  required  to  support  the  monument,  which  is 
estimated  to  weigh  560  tons.  The  U.N.  Plaza  location  is  atop  Civic  Center  BART 
station.  Relocation  to  this  location  may  not  be  feasible  because  of  the  cost  of 
strengthening  the  station's  walls  and  roof  without  disturbing  MUNI  Metro  and  BART 
service.  The  two  Civic  Center  Plaza  locations  are  atop  Brooks  Hall  and  the  Civic 
Center  Garage,  and  the  Larkin  Street  /  Fulton  Street  location  would  be  above  the  New 
Main  Library's  loading  area;  all  of  these  would  require  strengthening.  Were  the  Civic 
Center  Garage  to  be  expanded  beneath  Fulton  Street  (see  Alternative  F,  p.  207),  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall  location  would  also  require  support.  Relocation  to  all  sites  except 
the  Larkin  Street  /  Fulton  Street  site  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  could  occur  earlier  than 
the  others,  without  necessitating  the  Pioneer  Monument  be  stored  or  temporarily 
relocated  elsewhere;  at  those  two  locations,  construction  of  the  library  loading  area 
would  have  to  occur  first. 

Altemative  B.3  Temporary  Storage  of  Pioneer  Monument 

This  altemative  would  remove  and  place  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  storage,  untU  a  new 
site  for  the  monument  were  selected  and  prepared.  Temporary  storage  of  the 
monument  would  require  that  it  be  dismantled  (as  discussed  in  Altemative  B.2 
above).  The  cost  of  relocating  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  a  storage  facility,  and  of 
relocating  the  monument  from  a  secured  and  enclosed  City-owned  storage  facility  to 
the  selected  site,  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Library  Foundation. 

Historic,  Architectural  and  Cultural  impacts  of  removing  an  historic  structure  from 
public  view  for  some  period  of  time  would  be  the  impact  of  this  altemative. 

ALTERNATIVE  C:  ALTERNATIVE  SITE 

Under  this  altemative,  a  new  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  at  an  altemative  site, 
within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  redevelopment  area  located  south  of  Market 
Street.  Marshall  Square  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  the  100  Larkin 
Street  City  office  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and  Pioneer  Monument  remaining  in 
their  current  locations.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  might  or  might  not  be  constructed 
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under  this  alternative,  as  with  the  project.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  relocated 
to  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  as  with  the  project.  The  New  Main  Library, 
however,  would  be  constructed  in  Yerba  Buena  Center  in  the  area  bounded  by 
Mission,  Howard,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  or  Mission,  Howard,  Third  and  New 
Montgomery  Streets.  Under  this  alternative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be 
approximately  the  same  size  as  the  library  planned  for  the  proposed  project,  although  it 
would  likely  differ  in  layout  and  exterior  design  and  could  be  combined  with  other 
planned  development  in  YBC.  Library  uses  would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  in 
the  project. 

This  alternative  would  shift  some  localized  impacts  related  to  the  project,  including 
transportation,  air  quality,  noise,  and  population.  Although  the  intensity  of 
project-related  development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  would  be  similar  under  this 
alternative  to  that  under  the  project,  some  of  the  impacts  would  occur  at  part  of  the 
proposed  project  site  and  some,  at  the  alternative  site.  Cumulative  transportation  and 
air  quality  impacts  and  energy  use  would  be  the  same  measured  against  overall 
development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  analyzed  in  the  Mission  Bay  Final  EIR. 

Effects  related  to  transportation,  construction  air  quality,  construction  noise,  localized 
operational  air  quality,  and  population  at  the  Civic  Center  would  be  less  than  under  the 
project,  because  the  new  Main  Library  would  not  be  constmcted  there.  The 
constmction  period  would  be  shorter,  resulting  in  fewer  constmction-related  air  quality 
and  noise  impacts.  Visual  impacts  in  the  Civic  Center  would  differ  from  those  under 
the  project  because  the  New  Main  Library  would  not  be  built  on  the  proposed  project 
site,  while  visual  impacts  downtown  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
cultural  facilities  proposed  for  Yerba  Buena  Center.  Impacts  on  Civic  Center 
architectural  resources  would  be  similar  for  the  remodeling  and  expansion  of  the 
existing  library,  but  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  not  be  affected  by  this  altemative. 
The  potential  to  disturb  subsurface  cultural  resources  at  the  Civic  Center  would  be  less 
since  there  would  be  no  construction  on  Marshall  Square.  This  altemative  would  add 
no  new  shadow  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza,  or  the  proposed  Fulton 
Street  Mall  compared  to  the  project,  but  would  add  shadow  to  the  plaza  in  front  of 
Hastings  College  of  the  Law,  as  under  the  project.  Winds  would  be  similar  to  those 
under  existing  conditions.  This  altemative  would  not  result  in  the  removal  of  lawn  and 
trees  from  Marshall  Square. 
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Trip  generation  for  tiie  New  Main  Library  at  Yerba  Buena  Center  would  be  similar  to 
that  for  the  new  library  at  Civic  Center  under  the  project,  but  all  library  trips  would  be 
new  trips  at  the  altemative  site.  Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development, 
including  transportation,  air  quality,  noise,  and  population,  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  construction  of  a  new  Main  Library  at  Marshall  Square,  but  would  occur  at  the 
altemative  site  instead.  The  library  construction  period  would  be  shorter  than  for  the 
project  as  a  whole,  although  it  could  be  somewhat  longer  than  the  30  months 
anticipated  for  the  library  if  the  off-site  library  were  integrated  with  other  planned 
development  at  Yerba  Buena  Center.  If  so,  constmction-related  air  quality  and  noise 
impacts  would  be  somewhat  greater  than  for  the  library  alone  at  Marshall  Square. 
Construction  impacts  would  be  comparable  to  those  for  the  currently  planned 
development  under  the  YBC  Subsequent  EIR.  Effects  on  views,  shadow  and  wind, 
subsurface  cultural  resources,  and  biology,  and  potential  effects  from  hazardous 
materials  on-site  would  be  similar  in  overall  impact  to  those  anticipated  from  planned 
development  at  YBC.  Impacts  on  shadow,  wind,  and  views  could  be  less  than 
presently  anticipated  for  Yerba  Buena  Center  if  the  library  were  to  replace  a  larger 
planned  structure  in  the  YBC  development  program. 

ALTERNATIVE  D:  EXPANSION  AND  REUSE  OF  EXISTING  LIBRARY 

Under  this  altemative,  the  existing  library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded 
into  the  45  Hyde  Street  space  to  accommodate  the  space  needs  of  the  Main  Library. 
Marshall  Square  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  the  100  Larkin  Street 
City  office  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and  Pioneer  Monument  remaining  in  their 
current  locations.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  be  relocated  from  Golden  Gate 
Park.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  might  or  might  not  be  constructed. 

Transportation,  air  quality,  noise,  energy,  subsurface  cultural  resources,  biology, 
architectural  and  cultural  resources,  and  population  effects  would  be  less  than  under 
the  proposed  project  because,  while  the  Main  Library  would  be  remodeled  and 
expanded  at  its  present  location,  no  construction  would  occur  on  Marshall  Square.  The 
constmction  period  would  be  shorter,  reducing  construction-related  air  quality  and 
noise  impacts.  Traffic  and  air  quality  effects  on  Civic  Center  intersections  would  be 
less  than  under  the  project.  Visual  impacts  would  be  different  than  those  under  the 
project  because  a  new  library  building  would  not  be  constructed  on  Marshall  Square. 
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The  Pioneer  Monument  would  not  be  affected  by  this  alternative,  nor  would 
landscaping  on  Marshall  Square.  This  alternative  would  add  no  new  shadow  to  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza,  or  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall;  it  would  add 
shadow  to  the  plaza  in  front  of  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  in  a  manner  similar  to  the 
project.  Winds  would  be  similar  to  those  under  existing  conditions. 

Impacts  related  to  seismicity  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  project  because  the 
existing  library  would  be  seismically  upgraded,  as  with  the  project,  and  45  Hyde  Street 
would  be  replaced  with  a  new  structure;  However,  fewer  people  would  be  on  the 
proposed  project  site  during  the  day  and  this  altemative  would  result  in  the  retention  of 
the  100  Larkin  Street  building,  which  was  constructed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  current 
earthquake  codes.  Impacts  related  to  hazardous  materials  would  be  similar  to  those 
under  the  project  for  renovation  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  and 
demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street. 


ALTERNATIVE  E:  EXISTING  LIBRARY  AS  COURTS  FACILITY 


Under  this  altemative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  constmcted  as  proposed.  The 
existing  Main  Library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  converted  to  a  courts 
building.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  be  relocated  from  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  constructed  between  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  newly 
remodeled  courts  building.  This  altemative  would  relocate  the  CivU  Division  of  the 
Superior  Court  from  City  Hail  to  the  existing  library  building. 

Assuming  that  vacated  courtroom  and  associated  space  at  City  Hall  would  be 
backfilled  by  City  offices,  this  altemative  would  generate  approximately  43  percent 
more  daily  person-trip-ends  (pte)  than  would  the  project.  Trip  generation  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour  would  be  about  ten  percent  greater  than  under  the  project.  Air  quality 
impacts  would  be  correspondingly  greater.  Effects  on  architectural  resources  and 
visual  impacts  would  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  remodeling  of  the  existing  library 
building. 

Effects  related  to  shadow  and  wind,  subsurface  cultural  resources,  hazards,  biology, 
and  seismicity  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project  because  the  intensity, 
size  and  location  of  development  would  be  similar  to  that  under  the  project.  The 
length  of  constmction  would  be  similar,  meaning  constmction-related  air  quality  and 
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noise  impacts  would  be  similar.  Cumulative  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts, 
and  impacts  related  to  growth  inducement  could  be  greater  to  those  of  the  project,  due 
to  new  activities  occupying  space  vacated  by  the  Courts,  unless  these  were  existing 
activities  moving  to  less  crowded  quarters.  Energy  use  would  be  similar  to,  although 
somewhat  less  than,  that  for  the  project. 

ALTERNATIVE  F:  PROJECT  WITH  CIVIC  CENTER  GARAGE  EXPANSION 

This  alternative  would  be  the  same  development  program  analyzed  as  the  project 
except  that,  in  addition,  the  existing  Civic  Center  Garage  beneath  Civic  Center  Plaza 
would  be  expanded  in  or  near  the  area  beneath  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall,  by 
about  570  spaces  to  a  total  of  about  1 ,410  spaces. 

With  the  exception  of  parking  and  construction  impacts,  effects  of  this  alternative 
would  be  virtually  identical  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  This  altemative  would 
result  in  a  lengthened  construction  timetable.  The  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall  would  be  phased  after  completion  of  the  expansion  of  the  Civic  Center  Garage. 
Construction  noise  and  air  quality  impacts  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed 
project.  Parking  demand  would  remain  the  same  as  under  the  project,  but  this 
altemative  would  provide  enough  additional  parking  spaces  to  satisfy  weekday 
demand  during  a  major  special  event,  as  compared  to  the  project,  under  which  there 
would  be  an  approximately  185-space  deficit  on  peak  special-event  weekdays. 
Accommodation  of  this  demand  could  incrementally  increase  traffic  and  parking 
demand  if  more  motorists  were  assured  of  parking. 

Under  cumulative  conditions,  there  would  continue  to  be  a  shortage  of  parking  on  peak 
special-event  weekdays  even  with  the  garage  expansion.  This  unmet  demand  would 
be  approximately  85  to  160  spaces,  compared  to  an  unmet  demand  of  about  655  spaces 
to  730  spaces  with  the  project. 

Further  soils  analysis  would  be  required  prior  to  construction  of  the  proposed  garage 
expansion.  There  would  be  somewhat  greater  potential  than  under  the  project  to 
discover  subsurface  cultural  resources,  since  the  area  of  excavation  would  be  greater. 

Visual,  architectural,  wind,  shadow,  employment  and  population,  energy,  biology,  and 
hazardous  materials  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project  because 
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the  intensity,  size  and  location  of  development  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed 
project.  Cumulative  effects  related  to  transportation,  air  quality  and  growth 
inducement  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project. 


ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 


Several  areas  of  controversy,  and/or  potential  issues  to  be  resolved,  have  emerged 
during  planning  and  public  information  forums  for  the  New  Main  Library.  These 
include  concern  about  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  by  those  who  feel  it  should 
remain  in  place;  concern  about  retention  of  the  monument,  which  is  offensive  to  some 
groups;  loss  of  parking;  and  building  design;  as  well  as  advocacy  for  implementation 
of  the  new  library  as  soon  as  possible  to  avoid  program  cuts. 
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A.  PROJECT  SPONSORS'  OBJECTIVES 


The  San  Francisco  Library  Commission  proposes  to  buUd  a  new  Main  Library  on 
Marshall  Square  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  with  funding  from  a  bond  measure 
approved  by  the  City's  voters  in  November  1988  for  this  purpose.  The  Library 
Commission  has  five  goals  for  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library:  the  creation  of 
a  library  that  will  serve  the  needs  of  a  diverse  population  ranging  from  scholars  to  the 
children  of  the  Tenderloin  district,  for  whom  the  Main  Library  is  the  local  branch,  as 
well  as  San  Francisco's  many  ethnic  and  other  groups;  the  construction  of  a  great 
building,  both  outside  and  in,  that  will  complete  the  Civic  Center  as  it  was  envisioned 
in  1912  while  serving  the  needs  of  library  users;  the  creation  of  an  anchor  for  an 
improved  library  system;  the  completion  of  the  project  on  schedule  and  within  the 
budget;  and  the  launching  of  a  proposed  series  of  Civic  Center  improvement  projects, 
including  the  reuse  of  the  existing  library  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the 
construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  (both  analyzed  in  this  EIR),  as  well  as  the 
renovation  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  including  a  return  to  the  original  1912  design.  (See 
discussion  of  Civic  Center  projects  in  Chapter  m.A.  Land  Use.) 

The  Asian  Art  Commission  seeks  to  expand  the  space  available  to  display  and  care  for 
the  museum's  permanent  collection,  as  well  as  to  develop  gallery  space  for  temporary 
exhibits,  which  currently  require  the  temporary  removal  of  material  from  the 
permanent  collection.  This  Commission  also  seeks  to  relocate  to  the  existing  main 
library  building  to  create  a  separate  identity  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  currendy 
located  within  the  M.H.  de Young  Museum  building  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  This  portion 
of  the  project  would  be  carried  out  by  the  Asian  Art  Commission  with  separate 
funding.  Assuming  separate  funding  becomes  available,  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works  plans  to  construct  a  pedestrian  mall  in  the  block  of  Fulton 
Street  between  the  existing  Main  Library  and  the  new  library  to  create  a  continuous 
series  of  plazas  between  Market  Street  and  City  Hall. 
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The  architects  for  the  New  Main  Library  are  Pei  Cobb  Freed  &  Partners  of  New  York 
and  Simon  Martin-Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris  of  San  Francisco,  associated  architects. 
No  architecture  or  design  teams  have  been  selected  for  the  other  two  components  of 
the  project. 


B.  PROJECT  LOCATION 


The  project  would  be  located  on  two  full  blocks  and  the  street  between  them  in  the  San 
Francisco  Civic  Center,  directly  to  the  east  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  (see  Figure  1).  The 
243,000-sq.-ft.  project  site  includes  Lot  1  in  Assessor's  Block  353,  Lot  1  in  Assessor's 
Block  354,  and  the  portion  of  Fulton  Street  between  these  two  blocks.  The  site  is 
bounded  by  Larkin,  McAllister,  Hyde,  and  Grove  Streets.  The  New  Library  block,  or 
Marshall  Square,  is  bounded  by  Fulton,  Hyde,  Grove,  and  Larkin  Streets  (Assessor's 
Block  354,  Lot  1).  This  block  contains  a  7,950-sq.-ft.,  single-story  City  office  building 
surrounded  by  landscaping  at  100  Larkin  Street;  a  38,350-sq.-ft.,  130-space  surface 
parking  lot;  about  30,000  sq.  ft.  of  lawn  and  77  trees;  a  ramp  to  Brooks  Hall;  paved 
walkways;  and  the  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group  at  the  comer  of  Hyde  and 
Grove  Streets.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  block  is  the  block  directly  north,  bounded  by 
McAllister,  Hyde,  Fulton,  and  Larkin  Streets  (Assessor's  Block  353,  Lot  1).  This 
block  contains  the  existing  175,000-sq.-ft.,  three-story  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  a 
45,000-sq.-ft.,  three-story  City  office  building  at  45  Hyde  Street,  and  a  seven-space 
parking  non-public  lot  between  the  two  buildings,  as  well  as  five  non-public  spaces  in 
the  library  basement.  The  45  Hyde  Street  building  is  used  in  part  for  auxiliary  office 
space  for  the  existing  Main  Library  and  also  contains  other  City  offices.  Fulton  Street 
between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  is  a  two-way  through  street  with  about  90  on-street 
parking  spaces.  The  project  site  is  in  a  P  (Public  Use)  zoning  district.  The  New 
Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  are  both  within  an  80-X  Height  and 
Bulk  District.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  site  is  within  an  OS  (Open  Space)  Height  and 
Bulk  district. 


C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


The  project  examined  in  this  EIR  consists  of  three  components:  the  new  San 
Francisco  Main  Library,  conversion  of  the  existing  San  Francisco  Main  Library  to  the 
Asian  Art  Museum,  and  constmction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  While  the  library 
project  is  formally  proposed  for  development,  the  museum  and  pedestrian  mall 
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components  are  in  preliminary  stages.  Because  ttie  three  components  are  adjacent  to 
one  another,  and  because  they  could  occur  in  succession,  they  are  analyzed  herein  as 
one  project.  Neither  the  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  MaU,  a  potential 
City-sponsored  project,  nor  the  renovation  of  the  existing  library  building  to 
accommodate  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  with  funding  to  be  determined  is  certain  to 
occur.  For  purposes  of  analysis  in  this  EIR,  these  two  projects  are  treated  as  part  of 
the  overall  project.  Another  museum  or  similar  culturally  oriented  use  in  the  existing 
library  building  likely  would  have  similar  characteristics  to  those  analyzed  for  the 
potential  relocation  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 

Project  characteristics  are  summarized  in  Table  1.  Figures  2,  3,  4  and  5  (pp.  30,  31, 
32,  and  33)  show  elevations  of  the  Larkin  Street  (west),  Fulton  Street  (north),  Grove 
Street  (south),  and  Hyde  Street  (east)  facades  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library. 

MARSHALL  SQUARE  /  NEW  LIBRARY  BLOCK 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  be  a  six-story-plus-basement  building 
containing  about  397,000  sq.  ft.  The  building  would  range  from  about  75  feet  to  about 
85  feet  in  height  at  the  roof  cornice  along  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets  and  most  of  the 
Grove  Street  frontage,  with  the  variation  due  to  the  northwest-to-southeast  downward 
grade  of  the  site;  a  tower  near  the  southeast  comer  would  rise  approximately  15  feet 
above  the  comice  line.  The  Hyde  Street  side  of  the  building  would  have  a  fa9ade 
parallel  to  the  street  about  40  feet  tall  and  an  offset  rectangular  element  about  85  feet 
tall,  with  a  vaulted  roof  rising  to  approximately  93  feet  near  the  center  of  this  side. 
Skylights  in  the  form  of  an  L-shaped  channel  parallel  to  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets 
would  be  about  seven  feet  taller  than  the  comice,  while  two  comers  of  a  rectangular 
skylight  at  the  center  of  the  roof  would  be  up  to  12  feet  taller  than  the  roof  comice 
(these  would  not  be  visible  from  the  street). 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  set  back  from  the  property  line  approximately  40  feet 
along  the  west  (Larkin  Street)  and  north  (Fulton  Street)  frontages  in  a  manner  similar 
to  the  existing  library  building,  with  a  pedestrian  walkway  on  most  of  the  Fulton  Street 
side  of  the  building,  beginning  at  the  Larkin  Street  sidewalk  and  rising  to  about 
3.5  feet  above  existing  grade  at  the  east  end  of  the  building.  A  granite -faced  concrete 
podium  (similar  to  that  in  front  of  the  existing  library),  about  1.5  feet  above  grade, 
would  extend  along  the  Larkin  Street  side  of  the  building,  with  landscaped  areas  at  the 
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TABLE  1:  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


FLOOR  AREA  (sq.  ft.Va/ 

New 

Asian  /vrt 

ruiton  oircci 

Total  Project 

iviaui  LiDrarv 

Museum/b/ 

Mall/c/ 

A  t*^  o  i  ct^    "ft"  \ 
/VTcd.  \  &t[.  Ii-  J 

Loading 

21,500 

3,750 

0 

25,250 

Library 

367,100 

0 

0 

367,100 

Museum 

0 

202,850 

0 

202,850 

Auditorium/d/ 

5,800 

10,000 

0 

15,800 

Retail/e/ 

800 

4,500 

0 

5,300 

Cafe 

1.800 

2.900 

0 

4.700 

TOTAL 

397,000 

224,000 

0 

621,000 

Open  Space/f/ 

27,000 

22,500 

63,000 

112,500 

New  Asian  Art  Fulton 

Main  Library  Museum  Mall 


Height  (approx.  feet)  80  80  N/A 

Stories  6+1  bsmnt  4+1  bsmnt  (2  stories  N/A 

in  45  Hyde  addition) 

Parking  Spaces/g/  7  N/A  0 

Loading  Spaces  One  two-bay  dock      One  loading  dock  0 

plus  one  van  space 


/a/    Floor  area  figures  indicate  total  floor  area,  including  mechanical  and  storage  spaces. 

fb/    William  TumbuU  Associates,  April  1988,  Asian  Art  Museimi  -  Main  Public  Library 
Building:  A  Feasibility  Study.  Figures  are  preliminary  estimates  and  should  not  be 
considered  an  adopted  building  program.  Figures  for  individual  spaces  computed  by 
dividing  net  area  by  net-to-gross  ratio  of  0.72.  Museum  space  includes  galleries;  other 
public  areas;  classrooms;  offices  and  staff  areas;  storage,  conservation  and  preparation 
space;  and  mechanical  space. 

/c/    Area  for  Fulton  Street  Mall  based  on  total  square  footage  of  street  right-of-way.  The 
mall  could  be  larger,  including  landscaped  areas  (open  space)  on  south  side  of  existing 
Main  Library  (future  Asian  Art  Museum)  and  on  north  side  of  proposed  New  Main 
Library. 

/d/    Auditorium  figure  includes  meeting  rooms, 
/e/    Retail  space  consists  of  gift  shops. 

/f/    Open  space  for  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  includes  landscaped  setbacks 
surrounding  buildings,  as  well  as  upper  floor  terraces  in  New  Main  Library. 

/g/    Parking  spaces  would  be  for  library  service  vehicles  and  vendors;  one  space  would  be 
available  for  library  staff  (City  Librarian). 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  Pei  Cobb  Freed  &  Partners,  Simon 
Martin- Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris,  William  Tumbull  Associates 
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n.  Project  Description 


north  and  south  comers.  At  the  Grove  /  Hyde  Streets  comer,  a  comer  cutout  about 
35  feet  square  would  begin  about  10  feet  above  sidewalk  level.  The  existing  Pioneer 
Monument  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  New  Library  block  would  be  relocated  to 
another  site  in  the  Civic  Center  (see  discussion  in  Section  EQ.B.  and  IV. A.,  Historic 
and  Cultural  Resources,  pp.  52  -  68  and  81  -  86,  and  Chapter  VTI.  Altematives,  pp.  187 
-  209)  to  allow  the  new  library  to  extend  to  the  property  line  along  Hyde  and  Grove 
Streets.  The  new  library  would  cover  approximately  65  percent  of  the  90,000-sq.-ft. 
New  Library  block. 

The  north  and  west  facades  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  similar  in  architectural 
style  to  the  existing  Beaux  Arts  library,  while  the  east  facade  and  most  of  the  south 
side  of  the  new  library  would  be  of  a  more  contemporary  design.  Further  discussion  of 
the  architectural  characteristics  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  is  provided  in 
Section  IV.B.  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality,  pp.  87  -  101. 

Building  entrances  would  be  located  on  the  Larkin,  Fulton,  and  Grove  Street  sides, 
with  a  staff  entrance  on  Hyde  Street.  The  Larkin  Street  entrance  would  be  the  formal 
entrance,  corresponding  to  the  main  entrance  of  the  existing  library  building.  The 
%  secondary  formal  entrance  would  be  on  Fulton  Street.  The  Grove  Street  entrance 
would  be  at  street  level  on  Grove  Street  and  would  open  into  an  entry  area  that  would 
be  approximately  midway  between  the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors.  The  Grove 
Street  entrance  is  expected  to  be  the  most  heavily  used.  It  would  be  possible  to  walk 
through  the  building  between  any  two  entrances  without  entering  secured  library  use 

#  areas;  walking  to  or  from  the  Grove  Street  entrance  would  require  walking  down  to 
and  up  from  the  Main  Floor  (two  flights  of  stairs  totaling  about  35  steps)  or  use  of  an 
elevator.  Vehicle  access  for  loading  and  City  vehicle  parking  would  be  from  a  ramp 
on  Hyde  Street.  A  curbside  book  drop  would  be  located  on  Larkin  Street  near  Fulton 

#  Street,  in  front  of  the  building.  Indoor,  secured  public  bicycle  parking  would  be 
provided  (22  spaces  in  a  room  inside  the  staff  entrance  on  Hyde  Street  and  eight 
outdoor  spaces  outside  the  Grove  Street  entrance).  Access  to  the  indoor  spaces  would 
be  with  a  card  key.  Twenty-five  additional  staff  bicycle  spaces  would  be  provided, 
inside  the  staff  entrance,  in  a  separate  room. 
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The  Main  Floor  and  Upper  Main  Floor  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  connected 
by  a  circular  stair  curving  around  a  central  atrium,  and  would  be  the  areas  within  the 
#  library  most  open  to  the  public.  The  Main  Floor  (see  Figme  6),  with  about 

59,000  sq.  ft.,  would  be  accessible  from  Grove  Street  via  a  stairway  and  a  wheelchair 
ramp  and  would  include  book  checkout  and  retum  desks,  the  so-called  first-stop 
reference  area,  newspaper-reading  facilities,  services  for  the  hearing  impaired,  and 
staff  work  areas.  This  level  would  serve  as  the  point  of  entry  for  all  library  services, 
with  a  single  controUed-access  entry  /  exit.  The  Upper  Main  Floor  (see  Figure  7,  p. 
36),  with  approximately  41,000  sq.  ft.  of  public  space  and  staff  offices,  would  include 
entrances  from  both  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets.  The  Children's  Library,  Library  for  the 
Blind,  Project 
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Read,  Friends  of  the  Library  offices,  and  a  gift  shop  would  be  located  on  this  level.  An 
outdoor  children's  terrace  would  be  located  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  building, 
accessed  from  the  Children's  Library. 

The  central  atrium  would  extend  from  the  Main  Floor  to  the  roof,  with  a  skylight 
above;  a  staircase  projecting  into  the  atrium  would  extend  from  the  Upper  Main  Floor 
to  the  fourth  floor.  A  bank  of  four  elevators  would  be  located  just  inside  at  Fulton 
Street  on  the  Main  Floor  and  additional  handicap  elevators  would  travel  between  the 
Main,  Upper  Main,  and  basement  levels. 

Floors  two  through  four  would  include  open  and  closed  book  stacks,  reference 
materials,  periodicals  and  microfUm,  government  documents,  special  collections, 
meeting  and  study  rooms,  service  desks  and  workrooms.  Computer  catalog  terminals 
would  be  located  throughout  the  building.  On  these  three  floors,  as  well  as  the  mostly 
administrative  fifth  floor,  there  would  be  L-shaped  light  wells  paralleling  Fulton  and 
Larkin  Streets.  Bridges  crossing  the  light  wells  would  connect  the  library's  central 
spaces  to  stack  spaces  parallel  to  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets.  Floors  two  through  four 
would  contain  about  53,500  sq.  ft.,  55,000  sq.  ft.  and  51,000  sq.  ft.,  respectively. 
Figure  8  illustrates  a  typical  upper  level  floor  plan.  In  addition  to  administrative 
offices,  floor  five,  totaling  about  47,500  sq.  ft.,  would  contain  the  San  Francisco 
History  Room,  rare  books,  a  computer  facility,  book  stacks,  a  roof  garden,  and  a  staff 
lounge. 

The  basement  level  of  the  buUding  would  contain  approximately  89,500  sq.  ft.  of 
indoor  space,  including  a  covered  loading  area,  a  299-seat  auditorium  (analyzed  as 
300  seats  for  purposes  of  environmental  review),  meeting  rooms  seating  another 
250  persons,  closed  book  stacks,  a  cafe,  a  gallery  to  display  traveling  and  in-house 
exhibits,  storage,  and  support  and  mechanical  facilities.  The  loading  area  would 
include  a  two-bay  loading  dock  capable  of  accommodating  one  55-foot  trailer  truck, 
one  van  loading  space,  seven  parking  spaces  for  City-owned  vehicles  and  the  City 
Librarian,  parking  for  the  library  bookmobile,  and  space  for  a  second  bookmobile. 
Vehicle  access  to  this  level  would  be  through  a  rebuilt  ramp  from  Hyde  Street  that 
would  also  replace  and  serve  as  the  truck  entrance  to  Brooks  Hall  beneath  Civic  Center 
Plaza.  The  23-foot-wide  ramp  would  be  similar  to  but  wider  than  the  existing  ramp 
leading  to  Brooks  Hall.  Pedestrian  entry  to  Brooks  Hall,  currently  via  a  walkway 
alongside  the  truck  rajnp,  would  be  through  new  access  at  Civic  Auditorium  to  be  built 
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II.  Project  Description 

concurrently,  while  two  new  Brooks  Hall  exit  stairways  would  be  constructed 
underground  south  and  east  of  the  Brooks  Hall  loading  dock.  These  stairways  would 
emerge  just  west  of  the  New  Main  Library  on  the  east  side  of  Larkin  Street. 

Excavation  would  be  required  for  the  New  Main  Library,  with  a  maximum  depth  of 
excavation  of  about  35  feet  below  grade. 

ASIAN  ART  MUSEUM  BLOCK 

The  project  as  analyzed  in  this  EIR  also  includes  separate  conversion  of  the  existing 
Maiji  Library  building  to  house  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  which  now  occupies  one  wing 
of  the  M.H.  de Young  Museum  building  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  This  conversion  would 
be  funded  from  sources  to  be  determined  and  carried  out  by  the  Asian  Art 
Commission,  which  operates  the  museum;  the  seismic  upgrade  of  the  building  would 
be  funded  by  seismic  improvement  bond  funds./l/ 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  occupy  the  entire  existing  library  building.  Included  in 
proposed  conversion  would  be  seismic  strengthening,  the  addition  of  floor  space 
(replacing  the  existing  library  stacks  with  gallery,  office  and  work  space,  and  installing 
a  new  mezzanine  level  in  the  stack  area),  and  demolishing  the  City  office  building  at 
45  Hyde  Street  and  replacing  it  with  an  addition  to  the  existing  library  building.  With 
this  addition,  the  building  would  expand  from  approximately  174,000  sq.  ft.  to  about 
224,000  sq.  ft.  The  new  museum  would  include  an  auditorium/theater  seating 
approximately  400  people./2,3/ 

Exterior  alterations  to  the  building  as  currently  envisioned  would  include  removing  the 
library  name  and  inscription  above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance  and  removing  inscribed 
references  to  literary  figures.  Cement  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street  doorway  would 
be  removed.  Two  new  doorways  would  replace  the  existing  single  entrance  on  the 
Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building,  and  windows  at  the  ground  level  along  Fulton  Street 
would  be  extended  downward  to  increase  interior  light./2,4/ 

An  alternative  design  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  include  construction  of  the 
addition  at  45  Hyde  Street.  Under  this  plan,  additional  gallery  space  would  be  created 
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in  the  south  (Fuhon  Street)  reading  room  and  in  a  partial  mezzanine  constructed  within 
this  room.  Exterior  alterations  to  the  existing  building  would  be  the  same  under  this 
plan.  Although  no  formal  design  work  has  been  completed,  the  proposed  addition  at 
45  Hyde  Street  is  examined  in  this  EIR  for  purposes  of  a  conservative  analysis  of 
exterior  architectural,  cultural,  transportation,  shadow,  wind,  and  construction  noise 
impacts,  and  interior  impacts. 

FULTON  STREET  MALL 

This  EIR  analyzes  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  a  proposed  pedestrian  mall 
on  Fulton  Street  between  the  existing  Library  and  the  proposed  New  Main  Library, 
between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  connect  Civic  Center 
Plaza,  between  Polk  and  Larkin  Streets,  west  of  the  site,  with  United  Nations  Plaza, 
between  Hyde  and  Market  Streets,  to  the  east.  The  mall  is  one  of  the  sites  under 
consideration  for  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  The  mall  would  provide  a 
continuous  pedestrian  space  between  City  Hall  and  Market  Street.  The  existing 
approximately  90  parking  spaces  on  Fulton  Street  would  be  eliminated. 

#  Mall  plans  include  modification  of  the  podium  around  the  existing  library  building  to 
match  the  stepped  podium  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library;  an  east-west  pedestrian 
concourse  wide  enough  to  accommodate  large  events  and  emergency  vehicles;  a 
north-south  walkway  linking  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  and  the  proposed  Asian 
Art  Museum;  and  paving  and  lighting  to  link  of  the  proposed  mall  with  United  Nations 
Plaza  to  the  east  and  Civic  Center  Plaza  to  the  west.  The  bond  measure  for  the  Mall 
would  also  fund  reconstruction  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  to  its  original  1912  design./5/ 

0  Fulton  Street  would  be  used  as  a  construction  staging  area  for  the  New  Main  Library, 
and  at  least  a  portion  of  the  street  would  be  used  for  construction  staging  for  the  Asian 
Art  Museum  conversion.  Contingent  on  approval  of  a  bond  issue  on  the  June  1992 
ballot,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  complete  the  pedestrian  mall  in  two 
phases,  beginning  after  completion  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  concluding  after 
completion  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion.  The  street  would  be  closed  once 
construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  began./5/ 
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NET  CHANGES 

Total  net  changes  in  area  for  the  project  site  would  be:  an  increase  in  building  area  of 
approximately  400,000  sq.  ft.,  including:  New  Main  Library  (397,000  sq.  ft.), 
remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  (50,000  sq.  ft.  addition), 
demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  (45,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space),  and  demolition  of 
100  Larkin  Street  (7,950  sq.  ft.  of  office  space).  There  would  be  a  decrease  in  publicly 
accessible  parking  spaces  of  about  220  (130  in  the  Marshall  Square  lot  and  90  on 
Fulton  Street);  in  employee  parking  spaces  of  about  16  (5  spaces  at  100  Larkin  Street 
and  12  at  the  existing  library,  less  one  space  to  be  provided);  and  an  increase  of  seven 
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parking  spaces  for  City  vehicles  and  two  loading  spaces  (three  at  New  Main  Library 
and  one  at  Museum,  less  two  at  existing  library).  There  would  be  an  increase  in  open 
space  of  about  60,000  sq.  ft.,  including  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  (about 
63,000  sq.  ft.  for  the  mall,  about  27,000  sq.  ft.  at  the  new  Main  Library,  less 
30,000  sq.  ft.  surrounding  100  Larkin  Street). 

The  project  would  eliminate  about  77  trees  on  the  New  Library  block.  The  existing 
ramp  to  Brooks  Hall  would  be  replaced  by  a  new,  wider  ramp. 

Job  loss  associated  with  demolition  would  include  two  parking  lot  attendants. 
Employees  (non-library  City  workers)  at  45  Hyde  Street  would  be  relocated.  The 
project  proposes  to  move  the  Pioneer  Monument,  from  the  southeast  comer  of  the  New 
Library  block  to  another  Civic  Center  location,  thus  allowing  the  New  Main  Library  to 
occupy  the  southeast  comer  of  the  block  and  constmct  a  basement  auditorium. 

D.  PROJECT  SCHHDTTT  P.,  CQST  AND  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

PROJECT  SCHEDULE  AND  COST 

Constmction  of  the  New  Main  Library  is  expected  to  take  about  30  months  and  cost 
approximately  $77  million  (1990  dollars),  with  about  nine  additional  months  projected 
for  furnishing  and  transfer  of  library  facilities.  A  six-month  'early  excavation'  period 
is  planned  for  1992  to  uncover  potential  subsurface  cultural  resources  on-site.  With  a 
projected  January  1993  start  date  for  construction,  the  project  sponsor  expects  the  new 
building  to  be  ready  for  occupancy  by  September  1995  and  open  to  the  public  in 
March  1996.  Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  take  two  to  four  months  after 
dismantling,  or  longer  if  the  monument  were  to  be  stored  pending  site  selection  and 
development. 

Remodeling  the  existing  Main  Library  building  to  accommodate  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  would  probably  begin  after  completion  of  the  New  Main  Library  and 
relocation  of  aU  library  services  to  the  new  building.  The  museum  portion  of  the 
project  is  expected  to  take  a  minimum  of  two  years  and  cost  approximately 
$55  mUlion  (1990  dollars).  Occupancy  by  the  museum  is  proposed  for  late  1998. 
#  Constmction  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  phased  over  four  years 
beginning  in  1996;  construction  budget  and  schedule  are  in  the  plaiming  stages.  If 
approved  the  mall  would  be  expected  to  be  completed  by  2000. 
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APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

Following  a  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR, 
responses  to  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared.  The  EIR  will  be  revised  as 
appropriate  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  certification  as  to 
accuracy,  objectivity  and  completeness.  No  pennits  may  be  issued  before  the  Final 
EIR  is  certified. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the 
Accountable  Planning  Initiative.  The  measure  established  eight  Priority  Policies. 
These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses; 
protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable 
housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and 
service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  residential 
employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic 
building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any 
project  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEQA  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or 
development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or 

#  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or 
Department  of  City  Planning,  in  reviewing  the  encroachment  permit  application  for  the 
library  for  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan,  and  the  Zoning  Administrator,  in  the 
Variance  decisions,  will  make  a  detemiination  of  the  project's  conformance  with  the 
Priority  Policies  (City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1)  and  will  so  advise  the  Library  and 
Arts  Commissions. 

#  As  noted  above,  the  project  would  be  reviewed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  or 
Department  of  City  Planning  in  the  context  of  applicable  objectives  and  policies  of  the 
San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  Relevant  objectives  and  policies  of  these  elements  are 
delineated  below. 

%  The  Community  Facilities  Element 

#  LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

#  The  Library  Facilities  Section  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element  is  intended  to 
serve  as  a  guide  to  the  following  objective: 
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#  •      Objective  6,  "development  of  a  public  library  system  in  San  Francisco  which  will 

make  adequate  and  efficient  library  service  freely  available  to  everyone  within 
the  City,  and  which  will  be  in  harmony  with  related  public  service  facilities  and 
with  all  other  features  and  facilities  of  land  development  and  transportation 
provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the  Master  Plan;" 

#  Principle  1,  "In  general,  branch  libraries  should  have  a  service  area  range  of  not 
more  than  one  mile,  and  should  be  distributed  so  that  all  sections  of  the 
residential  community  areas  of  the  City  are  within  the  service  range  of  a  public 
library.  The  spacing  of  branch  libraries  should  vary  in  relation  to  present  and 
prospective  population  densities  and  characteristics,  physical  barriers,  and  transit 
and  trafficways  pattems;" 

0         Principle  2,  "In  general,  the  library  system  should  be  comprised  of  large  branches 
each  serving  a  population  of  25,000  to  50,000.  In  areas  of  low  population  density 
or  areas  prescribed  by  physical  barriers  small  branches  may  be  developed  to  serve 
a  population  of  10,000  to  15,000;" 

#  Principle  3,  "Branch  libraries  should  be  located  where  a  variety  of  community 
facilities  attracts  the  residents  of  the  surrounding  area.  Branch  libraries  should  be 
easily  accessible  to  pedestrian  routes  and  vehicular  trafficways,  and  should  not  be 
more  than  a  level  block  from  a  transit  stop;" 

#  Principle  4,  "Parking  for  motor  vehicles  and  bicycles  should  be  readily  available 
on  or  near  the  sites  of  branch  libraries;"  and 

#  Principle  5,  "Public  library  buildings  should  be  simple  and  functional  in  design 
and  in  harmony  with  their  surroundings.  Buildings  should  be  planned  for  the 
pleasures  and  convenience  of  the  public,  and  for  economy  and  efficiency  in 
operation  and  maintenance." 


The  Commerce  and  Industry  Element 

•      Objective  2,  to  "maintain  and  enhance  a  sound  and  diverse  economic  base  and 
fiscal  structure  for  the  city;"  and  associated  Policy  3,  to  "maintain  a  favorable 
social  and  cultural  climate  in  the  city  in  order  to  enhance  its  attractiveness  as  a 
firm  location." 


The  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 

•      Objective  2,  to  "develop  and  maintain  a  diversified  and  balanced  city-wide 
system  of  high  quality  public  open  space;"  Policy  3,  to  "preserve  sunlight  in 
public  open  spaces;"  and  Policy  7,  to  "acquire  additional  open  space  for  public 
use." 
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The  Transportation  Element 

Ob  jective  1,  Policy  2,  to  "give  priority  to  public  transit  as  the  means  of  meeting 
San  Francisco's  transportation  needs,  particularly  those  of  commuters;"  and 
Policy  5,  to  "assure  expanded  mobility  for  the  disadvantaged." 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  6,  to  "provide  incentives  for  the  use  of  transit,  carpools  and 
vanpools,  and  reduce  the  need  for  new  or  expanded  automobile  and  automobile 
parking  facilities." 

Objective  7,  to  "provide  safe  and  pleasant  space  for  pedestrians;"  Policy  1,  to 
"widen  sidewalks  where  intensive  commercial,  recreational,  or  institutional 
activity  is  present...,  and  Policy  4,  to  "partially  or  wholly  close  certain  streets  not 
required  as  traffic  carriers  for  pedestrian  use  or  open  space." 

•  Objective  9,  to  "provide  secure  and  convenient  parking  facilities  for  bicycles;" 
Policy  1,  "include  facilities  for  bicycle  users  in  governmental,  commercial  and 
residential  developments;  and  Policy  3,  to  "emphasize  security  in  bicycle  parking 
design." 


The  Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1,  "emphasis  of  the  characteristic  pattern  which  gives  to  the  city  and  its 
neighborhoods  an  image,  a  sense  of  purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation;" 
Policy  3,  to  "recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect 
that  characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts;"  Policy  4,  to  "protect  and  promote 
large-scale  landscaping  and  open  space  that  define  districts  and  topography;" 
Policy  5,  to  "emphasize  the  special  nature  of  each  district  through  distinctive 
landscaping  and  other  features;"  Policy  6,  to  "make  centers  of  activity  more 
prominent  through  design  of  street  features  and  by  other  means;"  and  Policy  7,  to 
"recognize  the  natural  boundaries  of  districts,  and  promote  connections  between 
districts." 

•  Objective  2,  "conservation  of  resources  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature, 
continuity  with  the  past,  and  freedom  from  overcrowding;"  Policy  4,  to  "preserve 
notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic,  architectural  or  aesthetic  value,  and 
promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and  features  that  provide  continuity 
with  past  development;"  Policy  5,  to  "use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings, 
in  order  to  enhance  rather  than  weaken  the  original  character  of  such  buildings;" 
Policy  6,  to  "respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in  the  design  of 
new  buildings;"  Policy  7,  to  "recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unique  areas 
that  contribute  in  an  extraordinary  degree  to  San  Francisco's  visual  form  and 
character;"  and  Policy  9,  to  "review  proposals  for  the  giving  up  of  street  areas  in 
terms  of  all  the  public  values  that  streets  afford." 

•  Objective  4,  "improvement  of  the  neighborhood  environment  to  increase  personal 
safety,  comfort,  pride  and  opportunity;"  Policy  3,  to  "provide  adequate  lighting  in 
public  areas;"  Policy  4,  to  "design  walkways  and  parking  facilities  to  minimize 
danger  to  pedestrians;"  Policy  5,  to  "provide  adequate  maintenance  for  public 
areas;"  Policy  6.  to  "emphasize  the  importance  of  local  centers  providing 
commercial  and  government  services;"  Policy  12,  to  "install,  promote  and 
maintain  landscaping  in  public  and  private  areas;"  Policy  13,  to  "improve 
pedestrian  areas  by  providing  human  scale  and  interest;"  and  Policy  14,  to 
"remove  and  obscure  distracting  and  cluttering  elements." 
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The  Environmental  Protecnon  Element 

•  Objective  1.  Policy  4.  to  "assure  that  all  new  development  meets  strict 

environmental  quality'  standards  r -d  recognizes  human  needs." 

•  Objective  12.  to  "establish  the  Cir>'  and  Counts-  of  San  Francisco  as  a  model  for 
energv'  management." 

•  Objective  15.  to  "increase  the  energy  efficiency  of  transportation  and  encourage 
land  use  panems  and  methods  of  transportation  which  use  less  energA';"  and 
Policy  3.  to  "encourage  an  urban  design  panem  thai  will  minimize  travel 
requirements  among  working,  shopping,  recreation,  school  and  chUdcare  areas." 

The  Communit\"  Safet>'  Element 

•  Objective  2,  to  "presep."e.  consistent  with  life  safet>"  considerations,  the 
architectural  character  of  buildings  and  structures  unponant  to  the  unique  visual 
image  of  San  Francisco;"  and  Policy  1.  to  "retam  the  architectural  design 
character  of  buildings  and  structures  in  the  renovation  work  required  for 
abatement  of  hazards  to  life  safet^^" 

The  Civic  Center  .-^rea  Plan 

•  Ohjeaive  1.  to  "maintain  and  reinforce  the  Civic  Center  as  the  s>Tnbolic  and 
ceremonial  focus  of  commumr."  government  and  culture;"  Policy  1.  to  "emphasize 
key  public  buildings,  panicularly  City  Hall,  through  visually  prominent  siting;" 
Policy  2.  to  "mamtain  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the  Civic  Center;" 
Policy  3.  to  "design  Civic  Center  buildings  and  open  spaces  to  serve  as  public 
gathering  places  for  ceremonial,  cultural,  recreational,  and  other  communit>' 
activities;"  Polio.'  4.  to  "provide  a  sense  of  identity-  and  cohesiveness  through 
unif>'ing  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments;  '  and  Policy  5.  to  "maintain  existing 
streets  as  vehicular,  pedestrian  or  open  space  corridors." 

•  Objective  2.  to  "develop  the  Civic  Center  as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative 
functions  of  cir.-.  state,  and  federal  government,  and  as  a  focal  point  for  cultural, 
ceremonial,  and  communitv"  activities;"  PoHcy  1.  to  "design  the  Civic  Center  to 
promote  efficiency  and  convenience  within  and  between  the  governmental 
entities  represented,  and  provide  for  their  orderly  expansion;"  and  PoUcy  2.  to 
"locate  civic  cultural  facilities  in  the  Civic  Center." 

•  Objeaive  3.  to  "provide  convement  access  to  and  circtilation  within  the  Civic 
Center,  and  suppon  facilities  and  ser-  ices; '  and  PoUcy  1.  to  "locate  buildings 
employing  large  number  of  employees  and.  or  attraaing  large  numbers  of  visitors 
in  convenient  pedestrian  proximit}'  to  public  transit  and  off-street  parkmg 
facilities." 


The  project  would  respond,  in  general,  to  the  above  noted  Master  Plan  Objectives  and 
Policies. 
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The  project  would  not  provide  carpool  or  vanpool  spaces  for  employees  (Objective  2, 
Policy  6).  However,  the  project  would  have  convenient  access  to  most  transit  carriers 
(Objective  1,  Policy  2). 

Design  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be 
considered  by  some  to  be  unresponsive  to  Master  Plan  Objectives  and  Policies.  For 
example,  see  Urban  Design  Element  Objective  2,  Policy  4  on  p.  43  above.  However, 
Urban  Design  issues  are  often  subjective  by  nature  and  arguments  for  and  against  the 
design  of  the  library  £ind  relocation  of  the  monument  have  been,  and  will  continue  to 
be,  made.  The  decision-makers  must  consider  the  project's  responsiveness  to  the 
Master  Plan  and  must  balance  sometimes  competing  objectives  and  policies. 

The  Zoning  Administrator  must  approve  Variances  for  the  New  Main  Library  and  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  to  provide  less  than  the  required  number  of  parking  spaces. 

As  noted  on  p.  42,  the  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning 
must  consider  project  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan.  The  encroachment  permit  for 
the  New  Main  Library,  to  encroach  into  the  street  right-of-way  below  grade,  would 
require  consideration  of  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan,  as  would  closure  of  Fulton 
Street  for  a  pedestrian  mall. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  must  consider  any  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza, 
under  the  sunlight  ordinance  (Code  Section  295). 

The  encroachment  of  the  New  Main  Library  extension  into  the  street  right-of-way 
below  grade  would  require  an  encroachment  permit,  as  noted,  from  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 

The  Library  Commission  must  approve  the  design  of  the  New  Main  Library,  including 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  relocation,  remodeling 
and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Asian  Art  Commission  once  the  building  were  transferred  to  the  museum. 

Closure  of  Fulton  Street  for  a  pedestrian  mall  would  require  the  approval  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 
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The  Arts  Commission  must  approve  the  design  of  the  New  Main  Library.  The  Arts 
Commission  must  also  approve  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  the  relocation 
site.  Murals  inside  the  existing  library  building  could  remain  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Arts  Commission,  although  jurisdiction  over  renovations  and  additions  to  that 
building  would  transfer  to  the  Asian  Art  Commission. 

#  The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  must  approve  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  any  modification  or  alteration  to  the  plaza, 
should  the  plaza  be  chosen  as  the  relocation  site. 

#  The  Commission  would  consider,  among  other  factors,  whether  relocation  of  the 
monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  consistent  with  adopted  design  criteria  for 
the  plaza. 

The  project  sponsors  (Library  Commission  for  the  New  Main  Library,  Asian  Art 
Commission  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum)  must  obtain  building  and  related  permits  from 
the  Central  Permit  Bureau  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  No  applications  have 
been  filed  to  date. 

NOTES  -  Project  Description 

III    Proposition  A,  the  Earthquake  Safety  Program  for  City-Owned  Buildings,  was  passed  in 
November  1989.  Seismic  improvements  to  the  existing  Ubrary  will  be  funded  by  this 
$59.7  million  bond  issue,  of  which  $9.4  million  was  allocated  for  the  library  building. 
(Jorge  Alfaro,  project  manager  for  the  Earthquake  Safety  Program,  telephone 
conversation,  July  8,  1991) 

121    William  Tumbull  Associates,  i45/a/t  Art  Museum  -  Main  Public  Library  Building:  A 
Feasibility  Study,  April  1988. 

131    Vickers,  Jennifer,  Planning  Assistant,  Asian  Art  Musemn,  telephone  conversation, 
November  15, 1990. 

141    Teichman,  Judith,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  written  communication, 
June  12, 1991. 

#  151    Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Civic  Center  Plaza-Fulton  Street 

Mall  Bond  Program  Report,  September  1991 . 
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A.  LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  have  adverse  land  use  or  zoning 
impacts.  Land  use  and  zoning  are  included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes,  to 
orient  the  reader. 

LAND  USE 

The  90,000-sq.-ft.  New  Library  block  is  now  occupied  by  a  38,350-sq.-ft.  parking  lot 
and  the  7,950-sq.-ft.  100  Larkin  Street  City  office  building,  with  five  additional 
parking  spaces  adjacent  to  that  building.  On  the  southeast  comer  of  the  block  is  the 
Pioneer  Monument.  The  remainder  of  the  block  is  taken  up  with  landscaping,  the 
Brooks  Hall  truck  loading  ramp,  and  sidewalks.  The  90,000-sq.-ft.  Asian  Art  Museum 
block  is  currently  occupied  by  the  existing  175,000-sq.-ft.,  three-story  (80-foot-tall) 
Main  Library  (including  five  basement  parking  spaces),  the  45,000-sq.-ft.,  three-story 
45  Hyde  Street  City  office  building,  and  seven  parking  spaces  associated  with  the 
Main  Library,  in  a  lot  on  the  McAllister  Street  side.  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and 
Hyde  Streets  is  a  public  street  intersecting  with  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  with 
pedestrian  plazas  across  both  streets  at  each  end  of  the  block;  it  includes  about 
90  metered  parking  spaces. 

The  identity  and  function  of  the  Civic  Center  is  one  of  a  central  area  for  governmental 
and  cultural  activity.  A  variety  of  office,  retail,  restaurant,  and  residential  uses,  and 
historic  landmarks  surround  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Many  residential  and  office 
structures  have  ground-floor  retail  (including  restaurant  and  personal  service)  uses. 
The  nearest  residential  uses  to  the  New  Library  block  are  two  residential  hotels  south 
of  the  project  site  on  the  north  side  of  Market  Street  near  Ninth  Street,  and  the  Trinity 
Plaza  Apartments,  at  the  southeast  comer  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets.  The  nearest 
residential  uses  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  are  four  apartment  buildings  to  the 
north,  across  McAllister  Street  from  the  existing  Main  Library.  Figure  9  shows 
existing  land  uses  in  the  project  area. 
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To  the  east  of  the  project  site  is  United  Nations  Plaza  which  extends  from  Hyde  to 
Market  Street.  The  Old  Federal  Office  Building  is  on  the  north  side  of  U.N.  Plaza  and 
the  Orpheum  Theater/office/retail  building  and  two  smaller  office/retail  buildings  are 
on  the  south  side  of  the  plaza. 

North  of  the  project  site  on  the  edge  of  the  Civic  Center  is  Hastings  College  of  the 
Law,  a  part  of  the  University  of  California  system.  Near  the  college  is  a  mixture  of 
office  and  apartment  buildings,  many  of  which  include  street-level  retail  uses.  There 
are  also  parking  lots,  auto  repair  garages  and  scattered  vacant  lots  and  buildings, 
including  three  vacant  lots  adjacent  to  Hastings  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  which  are 
planned  for  development  by  the  university.  The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
headquarters  building  is  also  located  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  east  of  Larkin  Street. 

Northwest  of  the  site  are  the  State  Building  at  350  McAllister  Street/455  Golden  Gate 
Avenue;  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  at  450  Golden  Gate  Avenue;  and  the 
Governor  Edmund  G.  'Pat'  Brown  State  Office  Building  at  505  Van  Ness  Avenue  at 
McAllister  Street.  The  older  portion  of  the  State  Building  at  350  McAllister  Street  and 
another  state  office  building  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  are  both  closed  as  a  result  of 
damage  from  the  October  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake.  They  are  expected  to  reopen 
in  1995  and  1993,  respectively  ./I/  Opera  Plaza,  a  mixed-use  complex  that  includes 
451  residential  condominium  units,  is  north  of  the  State  Office  Building.  City  offices, 
a  surface  parking  lot,  a  museum,  and  a  restaurant  occupy  McAllister  Street  between 
Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Polk  Street. 

Brooks  Hall  (an  underground  exhibit  hall)  and  Civic  Center  Garage  are  beneath  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  directly  west  of  the  project  site  across  Larkin  Street.  Further  west, 
across  Civic  Center  Plaza,  is  City  Hall.  Two  blocks  west  of  the  site,  along  Van  Ness 
Avenue,  is  the  War  Memorial  complex,  including  the  Opera  House  and  Veterans' 
Building,  which  houses  the  Herbst  Theater  and  the  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modem 
Art.  South  of  the  War  Memorial,  on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  are  Louise  M.  Davies 
Symphony  Hall  and  the  headquarters  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District. 

Southwest  of  the  project  site,  on  Grove  Street  between  Larkin  and  Polk  Streets,  is  the 
Civic  Auditorium,  which  is  lijiked  to  the  subterranean  Brooks  Hall  via  a  pedestrian 
walkway  beneath  Grove  Street. 
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Directly  south  of  the  project  site  are  two  residential  hotels  and  a  mix  of  two-  to 
four-story  office  buildings  with  restaurant  and  other  retail  uses  at  street  level  fronting 
on  Grove  Street  and  Market  Street.  South  of  Market  Street  between  Seventh  and 
Tenth  Streets  are  office,  ground-floor  retail  and  smaller  residential  hotel  uses.  The 
area  also  contains  several  parking  lots  and  vacant  lots  and  buildings,  including  the 
former  Greyhound  Bus  terminal  on  Seventh  Street  near  Market.  Two  tourist  hotels, 
the  San  Franciscan  and  the  Holiday  Inn-Civic  Center,  are  near  Eighth  and  Market 
Streets.  Across  Eighth  Street  is  Trinity  Plaza,  a  368-unit,  four-story  apartment 
complex. 

Proposed  development  in  the  project  vicinity  includes  residential  developments  at: 
111  Jones  Street  (Case  No.  90.741E)  and  201-225  Turk  Street  (Case  No.  90.81  IE); 
mixed-use  developments  at  600  Van  Ness  Avenue  (Case  No.  89.627E)  and 
650  Van  Ness  Avenue,  which  was  considered  in  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Plan  EIR  (Case 
No.  88.750E,  Final  EIR  certified  December  17, 1987).  The  Police  Department  has 
leased  the  former  Hibemia  Bank  Building,  One  Jones  Street  at  McAllister  Street,  for 
use  as  administrative  offices  and  the  headquarters  of  a  Tenderloin  District  tcisk  force; 
SFPD  acquisition  and  plans  for  permanent  use  of  the  building  are  currently  under 
review  (Case  No.  91.538E)./2/  The  City  plans  to  construct  a  City  office  building  at 
400-450  McAllister  Street;  plans  are  in  the  initial  stages.  Hastings  CoUege  of  the  Law 
plans  to  develop  portions  of  its  "West  Block"  (the  block  bounded  by  Hyde,  McAllister 
and  Larkin  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue)  and  the  former  KGO  television  building 
on  the  block  immediately  to  the  east.  Potential  development  includes  office,  courts, 
and  housing  uses./3/  (Case  No.  90.333NLA) 

Several  other  public  projects  are  under  consideration.  The  Department  of  Public 
Works  is  considering  two  projects.  One  would  replace  the  existing  underground  steam 
loop  that  supplies  heat  to  several  of  the  larger  City-owned  buildings  in  the  Civic 
Center  with  a  similar  system  that  would  carry  hot  water  rather  than  steam,  providing 
for  more  efficient  heating.  The  second  would  reconstruct  Civic  Center  Plaza 
according  to  the  1912  plan,  replacing  the  central  rectangular  fountain  with  two  smaller, 
circular  fountains  located  on  axis  between  Civic  Auditorium  and  the  State  Building, 
realigning  pedestrian  and  landscaped  areas./4/  Another,  expansion  of  the  Civic  Center 
Garage,  is  also  under  consideration  (see  Chapter  Vn.,  Altematives).  Subject  to 
funding,  these  three  projects  could  be  completed  by  approximately  2000 ./5/ 
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ZONING 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  P  (Public)  Use  District,  land  that  is  owned  by  a 
goveminental  agency  and  is  in  some  form  of  public  use,  including  open  space. 
Pennitted  uses  under  the  City  Planning  Code  (Sec.  234.1)  include  structures  and  uses 
of  governmental  agencies  not  subject  to  the  City  Planning  Code  and  public  structures 
and  uses  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  other  government  agencies 
subject  to  the  City  Planning  Code  when  in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  Master 
Plan.  Under  this  zoning  designation,  the  proposed  project  would  be  a  principal 
permitted  use.  The  areas  to  the  west  and  northwest  of  the  project  site  are  generally 
zoned  P  and  contain  other  public  buildings  in  San  Francisco's  Civic  Center.  Farther 
north  and  west  are  areas  of  C-2  (Community  Business),  RC-4 
(Residential -Commercial  Combined,  High  Density)  and  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  zoning  districts.  The  block  directly  south  of  the  New 
Library  block  and  a  portion  of  the  block  to  the  east  are  zoned  C-3-G  (Downtown 
General  Commercial),  as  is  the  project  area  south  of  Market  Street.  The  area  north  and 
northeast  of  the  project  site  is  a  mixture  of  C-3-G  and  RC-4  zoning  districts.  Both  the 
New  Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art  block  are  in  an  80-X  height  and  bulk  district 
(80-foot  height  limit,  no  bulk  limit),  while  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  site  is  located  in  an 
OS  (open  space)  district.  The  height  and  bulk  of  structures  in  an  OS  district  is 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  Master  Plan,  according  to  City  Planning  Code 
Sec.  290).  The  new  library  and  the  addition  to  the  existing  library  building  would  be 
within  the  80-foot  height  limit.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  developed  as  open 
space. 

The  project  vicinity  includes  areas  that  have  been  afforded  special  study  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  The  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use  District, 
which  includes  a  portion  of  the  block  immediately  north  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
block  and  extends  generally  north  and  east  of  the  project  site,  was  established  to 
preserve  residential  buildings  in  the  Tenderloin  area.  The  Mid-Market  Rezoning 
Study  Area  encompasses  an  area  roughly  bounded  by  Market,  Mission,  Fifth  and 
Eleventh  Streets,  including  the  block  immediately  south  of  the  New  Library  block. 
The  South  Van  Ness  area  is  another  potential  specific  plan  study  area.  The  Civic 
Center  is  the  subject  of  an  area  plan  included  in  the  Master  Plan  and  was  the  subject  of 
the  Mayor's  Civic  Center  Proposal  of  November  1987,  which  called  for  construction 
of  a  new  Main  Library,  relocation  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  in  the  existing  library 
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building,  and  creation  of  a  Fulton  Street  Mall,  among  other  recommendations,  as 
discussed  above./4/  Relevant  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  including  the 
Civic  Center  Master  Plan,  are  described  in  Chapter  n.  Project  Description,  pp.  42  -  44. 

Figure  10  shows  existing  zoning  and  height  and  bulk  districts  in  the  project  area. 
NOTES  -  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

/I/      Guthrie,  Larry,  Chief  of  Architecture  and  Engineering,  Office  of  the  State  Architect, 

telephone  conversations,  March  28  and  June  27,  1991.  The  state  is  preparing  a  study  to 
assess  the  need  for  office  space  in  the  Bay  Area;  reoccupation  of  525  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  building  could  be  affected  by  this  study,  due  for  release  in  late  1991. 

Ill     Lutes,  Steven  V.,  Analyst,  Planning  Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  June  28, 1991. 

/3/     Levine,  Edward,  Director  of  Facilities,  Hastings  College  of  the  Law,  telephone 
conversation,  April  2,  1991. 

/4/      Office  of  the  Mayor,  City  of  San  Francisco,  Civic  Center  Proposal,  November  1987. 

151     Malone,  Calvin,  Capital  Program  Manager,  Department  of  City  Plaiming,  telephone 
conversation,  June  4,  1991. 

B.  ARCHlTECrURAL.  HISTORIC  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

ARCHITECTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  RESOURCES 
Architectural  Surveys 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP)  conducted  a  citywide 
inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings  in  1976.  Approximately  ten  percent 
of  the  City's  entire  stock  of  buildings  was  awarded  a  rating  for  architectural  merit 
ranging  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5."  The  buildings  rated  from  "3"  to  "5" 
represent  less  than  two  percent  of  the  City's  entire  building  stock. 

Two  other  major  architectural  classifications  have  been  performed  in  the  Downtown 
C-3  zoning  districts  area,  one  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural 
Heritage  (Heritage)  and  one  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  for  the  Downtown 
Plan.  Both  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976  Inventory  and  Heritage  (ui  an 
unpublished  1984  survey)  identified  buildings  regarding  architectural  merit  in  the 
Civic  Center  area  proposed  for  inclusion  in  a  proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic 
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District  (see  below),  and  in  the  C-3  districts.  Appendix  B,  pp.  A.  37  -  A.  40,  contains 
an  explanation  of  the  rating  systems  used  by  these  three  architectural  inventories. 

Figure  1 1  identifies  buildings  in  the  project  area  that  are  City  Landmarks  and/or 
included  in  the  Downtown  Plan  inventory.  Buildings  listed  in  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  1976  Architectural  Inventory  and  the  Heritage  survey  outside  the  C-3 
districts  and  outside  of  the  proposed  historic  district  are  also  shown.  Figure  1 1  also 
delineates  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  and  that  of  the 
existing  National  Register  Historic  District./l/  The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  and  the  City  Planning  Commission  considered  the  1976  Department  of  City 
Planning  Inventory  and  Heritage  ratings  in  developing  the  proposed  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  as  did  the  Commission  in  developing  the  Downtown  Plan  categories 
I  through  IV. 

Civic  Center  and  Historic  Districts 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  a  group  of  primarily 
public  buildings  that  makes  up  what  is  considered  one  of  the  nation's  largest  and  finest 
collections  of  buildings  in  the  style  of  the  Beaux  Arts  inspired  City  Beautiful 
0  movement ./2, 3/  The  New  Library  block  is  the  lone  remaining  largely  undeveloped 
parcel  of  the  five  large  parcels  with  prominent  public  buildings  that  front  directly  on 
Civic  Center  Plaza.  The  others  are  occupied  by  City  HaU,  the  Civic  (Exposition) 
Auditorium,  the  existing  Main  Library,  and  the  State  Building  (350  McAllister  Street), 
each  of  which  occupies  nearly  an  entire  block  face  across  from  the  plaza.  A  Civic 
Center  Historic  District  that  would  encompass  most  of  the  public  buildings  in  the 
Civic  Center  has  been  proposed  (see  Figure  1 1)./2/ 

The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  has  been  the  site  of  City  government  for  more  than 
110  years./4/  Following  the  destruction  of  Old  City  Hall  (See  Project  Site,  below)  in 
the  1906  earthquake  and  fire,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  a  new  plan  for  Civic 
Center  in  1912.  The  1912  Civic  Center  plan  can  be  seen  today  in  the  layout  of  City 
HaU  (1915;  City  Landmark  No.  21),  Civic  Center  [James  Rolph  Jr.]  Plaza  (1915; 
redesigned  in  1958  following  construction  of  Civic  Center  Garage),  Civic  Auditorium 
(1915),  the  current  Main  Library  (1917),  and  the  State  Building  [350  McAllister 
Street]  (1926).  The  New  Library  block  was  intended  under  the  1912  plan  to  be  the 
#  location  of  San  Francisco's  first  post-1906  earthquake  opera  house,  but  the  Civic 
Center  was  expanded 


54 


1-5   DCP  Rating  (1976,  Citywide) 

MV  Downtown  Plan 

(1984,  C-3  Districts  only) 

A-C  Heritage  Rating  (non-Historic 
and  non  C-3  Districts  only; 
from  unpublished  data) 

CL-21   City  Landmark  Number 

-  -  —  Project  Site 


Proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  National  Register  ot  Hisionc  Places 

District  Boundary  Historic  District  Boundary 

Contributory  National  Historic  Landmark 

District  Boundary 

Contributory  /  Altered  |'-:-:-:-;-:-:-| 

[•■■••-■•••••••I  Historic  Place  (individually  listed) 

Nonconiribulory 

Contributor  to  Listed  District 

Vacant  Lot  ^^^^^  Contributor  to  Eligible  (unlisted)  District 

K\\\\N\VJ   or  Eligible  for  Separate  Listing 


SOURCE:  StnFnnciico  Deptitmcnt  of  City  Pltnning;  Downtown  Plin;  SpUiuLd  Survivors; 
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  SF  Main  Library  ■ 

•  Figure  11 

Architectural  Resources 
in  the  Project  Vicinity 
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westward  by  construction  of  the  War  Memorial  Complex  (Opera  House  and  Veterans' 
BuUding)  in  1932  (City  Landmark  No.  84)  and  the  New  Library  block  was  never  fully 
developed.  As  a  result,  the  Pioneer  Monument  remained  the  only  structure  on  the  New 

#  Library  block  untU  construction  of  the  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House  (the  existing 
100  Larkin  Street  building)  in  1941  (see  Figure  15);  the  Hospitality  House  was  a  local 
institution  that  functioned  similarly  to  a  USO.  The  Civic  Center  was  extended 
eastward  by  construction  of  the  Federal  Office  Building  on  United  Nations  Plaza  in 
1936. 

Four  buildings  to  contain  City  offices  were  proposed  for  each  of  the  so-called  "Four 
Comers,"  diagonally  framing  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Only  the  southwest  comer  was 
developed  in  a  manner  compatible  with  the  1912  theme:  the  Department  of  Public 
Health  Building  was  constructed  at  Polk  and  Grove  Streets  in  1932.  The  Civic  Center 
Steam  Plant,  built  at  Larkin  and  McAllister  Streets  (the  northeast  comer)  in  1915,  is  a 
public  structure  with  classical  details  but  differs  in  scale  of  development  from 
surrounding  civic  buildings. 

#  Each  of  the  nine  buildings  above  is  identified  as  contributory  to  the  proposed  Civic 
Center  Historic  District;  all  but  the  steam  plant  are  identified  as  contributors  to  the 
National  Register  District  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  Other 
architecturally  important  buildings  in  the  City's  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic 
District  are  the  Orpheum  Theater  at  Market  and  Hyde  Streets  (City  Landmark  No.  94, 
Downtown  Plan  Category  I)  and  the  Methodist  Book  Concem  at  83  McAllister  Street 
(Downtown  Plan  Category  I).  Newer  buildings  in  the  proposed  historic  district  include 
the  Govemor  Edmund  G.  'Pat'  Brovm  State  Office  BuUding  (1986)  at  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  McAllister  Street  and  Davies  Symphony  Hall  (1980)  at  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  Grove  Street.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  Headquarters  at  Van 
Ness  Avenue  and  Hayes  Street  (City  Landmark  No.  140)  may  be  recommended  for 
inclusion  in  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  when  the  matter  is  heard 
before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Interior  spaces  of  some  key  Civic  Center  buildings 
also  may  be  recommended  for  inclusion.  Among  these  spaces  could  be  the  grand 

0  staircase,  colonnade  and  balcony,  three  main  reading  rooms,  lobbies,  and  corridors  of 
the  existing  Main  Library.  The  large  interior  murals  could  also  be  included./5/ 

Arthur  Brown  Jr.  was  the  architect  for  many  Civic  Center  buildings,  including  City 
Hall  (with  John  Bakewell  Jr.),  the  War  Memorial  Complex  (with  G.  Albert 
Lansburgh),  and  the  Old  Federal  Office  Building.  The  other  key  Civic  Center 
architects  were  George  Kelham,  who  designed  the  existing  Main  Library;  John  Galen 
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Howard.  Frederick  H.  Meyer,  and  John  Reid  Jr.,  who  designed  Civic  Auditorium  and 
implemented  the  1912  Civic  Center  Plan;  and  Walter  D.  Bliss  and  William  B.  FavLlle, 
who  designed  the  Old  State  BuUding.  Bernard  Cahill's  Civic  Center  Plan  became  the 
basis  of  the  1912  plan. 

The  dome  of  City  Hall,  at  300  feet  in  height,  stands  out  as  a  visual  landmark  in  the 
project  area.  For  harmony  of  design  and  deference  to  City  Hall,  all  of  the  major  Beaux 
Arts  buUdings  in  the  Civic  Center  are  approximately  80  feet  tall  (three  or  four  stories 
of  varying  height). 

The  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  like  other  San  Francisco  historic  districts,  would 
include  controls  on  demolition  and  alteration  of  structures  on  an  area  basis,  rather  than 
building-by-building  as  is  the  case  with  City  Landmarks.  (Numerous  stmctures  in  the 
Civic  Center  have  previously  been  designated  as  landmarks;  these  designations  would 
remain  were  the  historic  district  to  be  adopted.) 

The  Civic  Center  is  designated  as  both  a  National  Historic  Landmark  District  and  a 
#  Historic  District  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  (The  former  designation 
occurred  on  February  27,  1987;  the  latter,  October  10,  1978.)  These  designations  offer 
recognition  that  certain  properties  in  the  district  are  worthy  of  preservation  and  limit 
alterations  in  federally  funded  projects  (the  landmark  designation  entails  a  somewhat 
higher  degree  of  review).  They  do  not  impose  conditions  on  alterations  or  demolition 
for  non-federally  funded  projects  as  would  a  City-designated  historic  district.  In 
addition  to  the  Civic  Center,  the  National  Register  also  lists  the  Market  Street  Theater 
and  Loft  District,  which  adjoins  the  project  area  on  the  east,  extending  along  Market 
Street  roughly  from  Sixth  to  Seventh  Streets.  The  project  would  not  include  use  of 
federal  funds  for  construction.  Therefore,  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  would  not  apply.  Section  106  requires  a  federal 
agency  head  with  jurisdiction  over  a  federal,  federally  assisted,  or  federally  licensed 
undertaking  to  take  into  account  the  effect  of  the  agency's  undertakings  on  properties 
included  in  or  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and,  prior  to 
approval  of  an  undertaking,  to  afford  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  a 
reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  undertaking.  Section  106  would  be 
triggered  if  the  New  Main  Library  were  to  receive  federal  funds  through  a  source  such 
as  the  Library  Services  Constmction  Act  or  Title  II  funds  through  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Education  administered  through  the  State  Library  Department,  then  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  in  concert  with  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(SHPO)  would 
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enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  Library  Commission  and  U.S. 
Department  of  Education  or  other  Federal  Agency  funding  source.  Other  interested 
parties  could  include  the  City  Planning  Commission  acting  on  the  advice  of  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

#  In  addition,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  adopted  design  guidelines  and  a 
conceptual  design  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  in  1986  and  1987,  respectively.  Those 
design  criteria  call  for  restoration  of  the  plaza  to  the  original  1912  design,  which  was 
constructed  between  1914  and  1925. 

Project  Site 

The  project  site  contains  four  structures:  the  existing  Main  Library  and  a  three-story 
City  office  building  (45  Hyde  Street)  on  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block,  and  a 
single-story  City  office  building  (100  Larkin  Street)  and  the  Pioneer  Monument 
sculpture  group  on  the  New  Library  block.  Figures  12  and  13,  pp.  59  -  60,  are 
photographs  of  the  project  site.  Figures  16,  18,  20,  22,  24,  and  26,  pp.  88  -  98,  also 
show  the  site. 

On  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block,  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  completed  in 
1917,  is  a  granite-and-brick-clad  steel  frame  buUding  that  occupies  most  of  the  block 
bounded  by  Larkin,  McAllister,  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets.  It  was  designed  by  architect 
George  Kelham,  whose  San  Francisco  career  began  as  supervising  architect  for  the 
Palace  Hotel  in  1909.  In  addition  to  the  Main  Library,  Kelham's  work  includes  the 
Shell  and  Russ  Buildings  downtown  and  the  former  Hills  Brothers  Coffee  plant  at  the 
foot  of  Harrison  Street.  As  was  the  case  with  a  number  of  the  monumental  structures 
built  in  the  Civic  Center,  Kelham's  library  proposal  was  selected  following  a  design 
competition.  The  design  conformed  in  shape  and  exterior  decoration  to  the  overall 
1912  Civic  Center  Plan. 

The  Main  Library  was  assigned  the  highest  rating  of  "5"  in  the  1976  DCP 
Architectural  Inventory  and  the  highest  rating  of  "A"  by  Heritage;  it  is  considered  a 
Contributory  building  in  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  and  is  a 
significant  building  within  the  National  Register  Historic  and  Historic  Landmark 
Districts. 
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The  building  is  approximately  80  feet  high,  with  three  stories  of  varying  height,  and  in 
plan  resembles  a  large  "P"  with  its  foot  on  Hyde  Street.  The  building  was  designed  in 
the  Italian  Renaissance  Revival  style,  with  a  rusticated  stone  base  that  marks  the 
ground  floor,  surmounted  by  a  series  of  arched  windows,  columns  and  pilasters 
topped  by  an  entablature  (the  horizontal  portion  of  the  building  above  the  columns) 
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View  of  Existing  Main  Library  from  Larkin  Street  (to  be  converted  to  Asian  Art  Musem) 


View  of  45  Hyde  Street  from  Hyde  and  McAllister  Streets  (to  be  demolished  for  Asian  Art  Museum  addition) 

with  existng  Main  Library  in  background 

—  ^  SF  Main  Library  ■ 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

Figure  12 

Views  of  Site  - 
Asian  Art  Museum  Block 
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View  of  100  Larkin  Street  (to  be  demolished  for  new  Main  Library) 


View  of  Fulton  Street,  looking  west  from  Hyde  to  Larkin  (to  become  pedestrian  mall) 


 SF  Main  Library  ■ 

SOURCE:  Environmcnul  Science  Aftociiie*,  Inc. 

Figure  13 

Views  of  Site - 
New  Library  Block  and  Fulton  Street 
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that  houses  the  third  story  and  features  an  inscription  identifying  and  dedicating  the 
library;  this  legend  spans  most  of  the  width  of  the  Larkin  Street  facade.  The  windows 
are  covered  by  crosshatched  cast-iron  lattice  work  called  clathri.  On  the  main  facade 
along  Larkin  Street  are  three  sets  of  entry  doors.  Above  the  doors  are  five  recessed 
arches,  each  between  a  pair  of  columns,  with  projecting  end  bays  framing  the  arches. 

#  Within  each  arch  stands  an  eight-foot  cement  figure  on  a  pedestal,  representing  Art, 
Literature,  Philosophy,  Science,  and  Law.  The  figures  were  commissioned  by  the 
Library  Commission  and  the  building's  architect,  George  Kelham,  in  1915-1917  from 
the  Panama-Pacific  Intemational  Exposition  sculptor  Leo  Lentelli.  The  figures  are  not 
the  statues  commissioned  of  Lentelli,  but  may  be  studies  or  models  by  LenteUi  of 
statues  that  were  never  completed.  TTie  Fulton  Street  facade  includes  a  single 
doorway,  with  end  bays  identical  to  those  on  Larkin  Street  and  with  13  arches  between 
pilasters.  There  are  ground-floor  windows  in  the  base  beneath  each  arch.  Above  the 
arched  windows  along  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets  is  a  detailed  frieze  and  cornice.  The 
facade  toward  Hyde  Street  and  the  west  end  of  the  McAllister  Street  facade  are 
identical  to  the  Larkin  Street  end  bays;  the  remainder  of  the  McAllister  Street  side  of 
the  building  is  simpler,  with  17  narrow  rectangular  bays  and  a  plain  cornice.  Tablets 
inscribed  with  the  names  of  literary  figures  are  included  on  each  end  bay. 

The  library  building  includes  notable  interior  architectural  features.  A  wide, 
ceremonial  staircase  leads  from  the  main  entrance  foyer  inside  the  Larkin  Street  doors 

#  to  the  42-foot  high  main  hall  on  the  second  floor.  The  main  haU,  where  books  were 
once  delivered  to  patrons  by  library  pages,  currently  serves  as  the  General  Reference 
room.  The  west  and  south  sides  of  the  second  floor  contain  high-ceilinged  reading 
rooms  (the  History  and  Literature  departments,  respectively).  On  the  walls  of  the  two 
reading  rooms  are  12-foot-high  canvas  murals  by  Frank  DuMond  that  were  originally 
exhibited  at  the  Panama  Pacific  Intemational  Exposition  in  1915.  They  depict  early 
Euro-American  settlement  of  the  West.  Along  the  balcony  that  surrounds  the 
ceremonial  staircase  are  14  murals  by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  that  date  from  the  1930s  and 
1940s. 

#  Five  of  the  Piazzoni  mural  panels,  representing  "the  sea"  (1931),  are  at  the  northem 
balcony;  five  panels,  representing  "the  land"  (1932),  are  at  the  south  balcony.  Each  of 
the  five  sets  of  panels  essentially  forms  one  image,  and  may  be  viewed  from  close 


61 


in.  Environmental  Setting 


range  and  from  the  opposite  balcony  Four  additional  later  panels,  depicting  "Night" 
and  "Dawn,"  were  stored  in  the  basement  of  the  library  building  until  1975,  when  they 
were  installed  at  the  east  comers  of  the  balcony,  at  the  top  of  the  staircase.  All  14 
murals  are  painted  on  canvas  and  glued  or  otherwise  fastened  to  the  walls.  They  may 
be  able  to  be  moved.  The  Library  Commission  has  declared  its  intent  not  to  move  the 
Piazzoni  or  EhjMond  murals  to  the  New  Main  Library  (Resolution  No.  1548,  April  2, 
1991). 

The  45  Hyde  Street  building  serves  as  an  office  annex  to  the  Main  Library  and  for 
other  City  offices.  It  was  erected  as  temporary  office  stmcture  for  the  Navy 
Department  in  1945.  When  sold  to  the  City  in  1948,  the  building  contained  offices  and 
a  large  safe  belonging  to  the  War  Assets  Administration.  It  is  a  wood  frame,  stuccoed 
structure.  At  three  stories,  it  is  shorter  than  the  adjacent  Main  Library.  It  is  designated 
Non-contributory  in  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  and  was  not  rated  in 
the  1976  DCP  inventory,  nor  by  Heritage. 
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The  remainder  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  is  covered  by  a  paved  parking  lot 
between  the  two  buildings  on  the  block  and  lawn  along  the  south  and  west  facades  of 
the  existing  Main  Library.  The  lawn  is  within  a  stone  base,  or  plinth,  that  increases  in 
elevation  along  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building  with  the  gradual  downward  slope 
of  the  lot  from  west  to  east. 

On  the  New  Library  block,  which  is  known  as  Marshall  Square  (after  John  Marshall, 
who  discovered  gold  in  Califomia)  there  is  one  building,  at  100  Larkin  Street.  It  is  a 

#  single-story  wood  and  stucco  structure  that  was  built  in  1941  to  serve  as  the  San 
Francisco  Hospitality  House  (similar  to  a  USO)  during  World  War  II.  (Temporary 
barracks  were  constructed  in  Civic  Center  Plaza  during  the  war  and  troops  were 
entertained  at  this  Hospitality  House  across  Larkin  Street.)  The  building,  designed  as 
a  temporary  structure,  later  was  the  location  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  and 
contains  various  other  City  offices.  The  building  was  constructed  in  the  Streamline 
Modeme  (Art  Deco)  style,  with  rounded  comers,  white  walls  and  blue  glass  windows. 
Interior  features  include  a  ballroom  and  a  fireplace.  The  building  is  set  in  the  center  of 

#  an  expanse  of  lawn.  The  building  is  not  identified  in  the  district  nomination  forms  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Register  Historic  District  or  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District.  It  is  identified  as  Non-contributory  in  the  proposed  local  Civic 
Center  Historic  District,  was  rated  "2"  in  the  1976  DCP  inventory,  and  received  a  "B" 
rating  from  Heritage. 

The  New  Library  block  also  includes  the  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group,  a  gift 
from  the  estate  of  early  San  Francisco  millionaire  and  philanthropist  James  Lick  in 
1894.  The  monument,  also  known  as  the  Lick  Monument,  stood  in  the  foreground  of 
Old  City  Hall,  which  was  destroyed  in  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire.  The  monument 
consists  of  a  series  of  bronze  figures  on  a  stone  base  with  four  projecting  piers.  It  was 
designed  to  pay  tribute  to  early  European  settlement  in  Califomia.  The  monument  was 
rated  "5"  in  the  1976  DCP  inventory.  The  Pioneer  Monument  and  its  relationship  to 
Old  City  Hall  are  shown  in  Figure  14. 

The  central  figure  in  the  monument  is  a  10-foot  tall  female  figure  of  "Califomia" 
holding  a  spear  and  shield.  She  stands  atop  a  30-foot  granite  pedestal,  with  a  bear 
beside  her.  Two  of  the  four  projecting  piers  are  topped  by  smaller  bronze  figures 
representing  a  missionary  bending  over  an  American  Indian,  with  a  vaquero  (cowboy) 
standing  to  the  side,  and  three  miners  examining  a  gold  nugget.  On  the  other  two  piers 
are  allegorical  representations  of  "Commerce"  and  "Plenty."  The  monument  also 
features  bronze  relief  scenes  and  portraits  of  early  Euro-American  pioneers,  including 
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View  of  Pioneer  Monument  from  Grove  and  Hyde  Streets 
(proposed  for  relocation  within  Civic  Center) 
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James  Lick,  as  well  as  the  names  of  several  other  pioneers.  A  granite  curb  that  once 
surrounded  the  entire  monument  remains  on  the  west  side,  although  the  present-day 
curb  is  a  semi-circle,  while  the  original  was  approximately  square.  A  bronze  fence 
that  once  surrounded  the  entire  monument  remains  around  the  central  pedestal.  The 
base  of  the  monument  was  apparently  raised  and  /  or  uncovered  after  1906  (compare 
two  views  in  Figure  15). 

The  monument  was  designed  by  Frank  Happersberger,  a  California  sculptor,  following 
a  design  competition.  The  monument  was  provided  for  in  the  will  of  James  Lick,  who 
left  a  sum  of  $100,000  for  its  construction  and  specified  that  it  be  "at  the  City 
Hall. '76/  When  it  was  dedicated  in  November  1894,  the  monument  was  located 
directly  in  front  of  the  old  City  Hall  (see  Figure  15),  which  was  nearly  complete  after 
more  than  two  decades  of  constmction.  The  monument  is  located  in  the  center  of  what 
was  known  between  1870  and  1906  as  City  Hall  Avenue  and  as  Marshall  Square, 
which  was  functionally  an  extension  of  Eighth  Street  north  of  Market  Street  to  Park 
Avenue,  the  street  that  ran  in  front  of  the  old  City  Hall  (see  Figures  14  and  15,  pp.  63 
and  65).  As  such,  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  the  last  stmcture  remaining  that  defines 
the  location  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall,  destroyed  in  the  Earthquake  and  Fire.  (The 
street  grid  of  that  era  can  still  be  discemed  in  the  diagonal  frontages  of  the  Wells 
Fargo  Bank  building  at  Grove  and  Larkin  Streets  and  two  buildings  near  the  comer  of 
McAllister  and  Leavenworth  Streets;  those  lots  once  faced  Park  Avenue.) 

According  to  a  preliminary  feasibility  study  of  relocating  the  monument,  the 
monument  is  estimated  to  weigh  about  560  tons,  excluding  tlie  exposed  three-foot-high 
concrete  foundation  on  which  it  is  situated;  the  foundation  is  estimated  to  weigh 
280  tons.  The  central  column  and  the  four  projecting  piers  are  apparently  constructed 
of  pieces  of  granite  arranged  in  layers  and  held  together  with  bronze  pins./?/ 

The  remainder  of  the  New  Library  block  consists  of  a  paved  pcirking  lot,  landscaping 
(lawn  and  trees),  and  a  vehicle  ramp  with  a  sidewalk  that  serves  as  the  entrance  to 
Brooks  Hall,  an  underground  exhibit  hall. 
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View  looking  west  on  Grove  Street  from  near  Eighth  and  Market  Streets,  with 
Pioneer  Monument  on  Marshall  Square  in  Foreground  of  Old  City  Hall  (ca.  1901) 


View  Looking  West  on  Grove  Street  from  near  Eighth  and  Market  Street,  with 
Pioneer  Monument  on  Marshall  Square  in  Foreground  (ca.  1926) 


SOURCE:  Moulin  Studio  Archives 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES/8/ 

In  its  natural  setting,  the  project  site  was  situated  on  a  relatively  flat  area,  at  elevations 
ranging  from  20  to  40  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  The  area  was  surrounded  on  all  sides 
by  sand  dunes.  The  sandy  soils,  both  on  the  flatlands  and  in  the  lulls,  supported  a 
sparse  covering  of  vegetation,  mainly  grasses,  scrub  brush  and  occasional  stands  of 
oak  trees. 

There  is  no  recorded  evidence  that  the  project  site  was  occupied  during  the  period 
prior  to  the  arrival  of  Spanish  explorers.  However,  the  possibility  exists  that  Native 
American  activity  may  have  occurred  on  the  site,  as  the  marshes  of  Mission  Bay  and 
the  shoreline  of  Yerba  Buena  Cove  were  each  less  than  one  mile  distant.  In  recent 
years,  a  number  of  prehistoric  sites  have  been  recorded,  including  the  1969  discovery 
of  a  fragmentary  human  skeleton  during  excavation  for  the  BART  Civic  Center  station 
and  more  recent  finds  including  shellmounds  located  near  Fifth  and  Market  Street  and 
near  Moscone  Convention  Center.  These  sites  are  buried  at  sufficient  depth  below  the 
present  ground  surface  to  have  been  spared  the  impacts  of  more  than  a  century  of 
intensive  development. 

During  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  Periods  (1776-1845),  it  is  unlikely  that  there  was  any 
activity  that  would  have  regularly  brought  anyone  to  the  project  site  or  its  immediate 
vicinity,  as  Mission  Dolores  and  the  Presidio,  the  two  principal  centers  of  activity, 
were  located  some  two  and  three  miles,  respectively,  from  the  site.  However,  the 
#  gradual  growth  of  the  village  of  Yerba  Buena  (which  was  named  San  Francisco  in 
1847),  particularly  during  the  first  few  years  of  American  confrol  (after  1846),  could 
have  led  to  some  activity,  although  not  likely  permanent,  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  first  recorded  use  of  the  project  site  was  as  San  Francisco's  first  official  (public) 
cemetery,  beginning  about  1850.  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery,  as  it  was  called,  occupied  a 
large  triangular  parcel  bounded  by  the  present  Market,  McAUister  and  Larkin  Sfreets, 
and  included  both  the  New  Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block,  then 
located  at  the  westem  edge  of  the  rapidly  growing  city. 

Throughout  the  early  1850s,  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery  witnessed  considerable  use. 
Usage  of  the  cemetery  began  to  decline,  however,  by  the  middle  of  the  decade,  and 
burials  began  to  be  held  at  the  new  Lone  Mountain  Cemetery,  located  about  1 .5  miles 
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to  the  west.  Most,  but  apparently  not  all,  remains  were  disinterred  and  moved  to  the 
new  cemetery,  and  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery  became  a  public  park,  although  the 
cemetery  remained  extant  to  some  degree  untU  the  mid- 1860s. 

Beginning  in  the  late  1850s  or  early  1860s,  systematic  grading  began  in  the  area 
around  the  present-day  Civic  Center  Plaza  and,  as  the  work  proceeded,  an  increasing 
number  of  people  settled  there. 

In  1870,  the  state  legislature  designated  the  former  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery  as  the  site 
of  San  Francisco's  new  City  Hall.  Work  started  on  the  stmcture  in  1871.  However, 
constmction  went  slowly,  and  the  entire  complex,  including  an  adjacent  Hall  of 
Records,  was  not  completed  until  1897  (although  the  Hall  of  Records  was  finished 
earlier).  When  complete.  City  Hall  and  the  Hall  of  Records  occupied  a  street  frontage 
of  some  800  feet  along  what  was  then  Park  Avenue  (see  Figure  14,  p.  63).  Designed 

#  with  massive  foundations  to  resist  earthquakes,  City  Hall  was  nonetheless  badly 
damaged  in  the  1906  earthquake  and  eventually  demolished,  although  the  Hall  of 
Records  survived  and  continued  in  use  for  several  years. 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  earthquake.  City  departments  were  housed  in  leased  offices, 

#  while  confusion  reigned  with  regard  to  rebuilding  City  Hall;  City  offices  were 
consolidated  in  1911  in  what  later  became  the  San  Franciscan  Hotel,  now  the  Ramada 
Inn.  With  the  exception  of  a  few  offices  in  the  main  part  of  the  building  that  were 
retained,  and  the  adjoining  Hall  of  Records,  which  had  been  nominally  repaired,  the 
entire  City  Hall  building  was  razed  and  cleared  away  when  investigations  concluded 
that  a  full  scale  rehabilitation  would  be  technically  unfeasible  as  well  as  expensive. 

Despite  the  fact  that  remains  were  relocated  from  the  old  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery  in 
the  i860s,  graves  were  reportedly  uncovered  during  construction  of  the  pre- 1906  City 
Hall  and  again  in  1934  during  construction  of  the  Federal  Office  Building  on  what  is 
now  United  Nations  Plaza,  which  was  part  of  the  cemetery  site.  In  addition,  a  human 
skull,  believed  to  date  from  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery,  was  foimd  during  work  in  an 
elevator  pit  at  the  existing  Main  Library.  The  possibility  remains  that  further  human 
remains  associated  with  the  site's  use  as  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery  could  be  located  on 
both  the  New  Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block.  Artifacts  from  the  Old 
City  Hall  (including  portions  of  the  building's  massive  foundations)  could  also  be 
present. 


67 


m.  Environmental  Setting 


#  The  proposed  New  Main  Library  site  is  located  where  so-called  Sand  Lot  activities 
occurred  between  the  1870s  and  about  1886.  The  Sand  Lot  was  an  informal  meeting 
place  for  public  "soapbox"  speakers  and  their  audiences.  Sand  Lot  activities  included, 
for  example,  the  1877  speeches  by  Denis  Kearney,  the  founder  of  the  California 
Workingman's  Party,  representing  a  platform  for  an  eight-hour  work  day,  pay  equity 
between  men  and  women  for  equal  work,  free  public  education,  and  the  elimination  of 
Chinese  labor.  The  Workingman's  Party  won  victories  at  both  the  city  and  state  levels 
in  1879,  but  had  split  and  disintegrated  by  1881.  In  January  1886  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors  initiated  an  ordinance  banning  speeches  in  the  sand  lots, 
specifically  what  was  then  City  Hall  Avenue  (shown  as  Marshall  Square,  its  later 
name,  in  Figure  14,  p.  63).  The  ordinance  failed  to  pass  because  of  public  opinion 
supporting  freedom  of  speech.  Five  months  after  the  failure  of  the  first  ordinance 
proposed,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  an  ordinance  setting  aside  the  center  strip 
of  City  Hall  Avenue,  the  main  activity  area  of  the  sand  lots,  as  the  site  for  the  Pioneer 
Monument  (the  current  site  of  the  Monument). /9/ 


•  67a 


HI.  Environmental  Setting 


NOTES  -  Architectural.  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources 

/I/    The  boundaries  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  are  similar  to  those  of  the 
National  Register  Historic  District.  Excluded  from  the  landmark  district  are  City  Hall 
Annex  (450  McAllister  Street)  and  the  adjacent  parking  lot;  the  Wells  Fargo  Bank 
building  at  Grove  and  Larkin  Streets;  and  the  sub-blocks  bounded  by  Market,  Hyde  and 
Fulton  Streets  and  by  Market,  Seventh,  McAllister  and  Leavenworth  Streets. 

121    Marsh.  Vincent.  Secretary,  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
(LPAB).  conversation.  July  17.  1991,  and  LPAB,  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Historic 
District,  proposal  for  adoption,  January  1988,  updated  May  15,  1991.  The  proposed 
historic  district  has  been  approved  by  the  LPAB  and  by  the  City  Planning  Commission; 
it  is  awaiting  approval  from  the  Board  of  Supervisors 

/3/    Gebhard,  David,  Eric  Sandweiss  and  Robert  Winter,  The  Guide  to  Architecture  in  San 
Francisco  and  Northern  California,  1985,  Salt  Lake  City:  Peregrine  Smith  Books, 
page  82. 

/4/    The  descriptions  of  Civic  Center  are  from  the  publication  cited  in  Note  1 ,  above,  along 
with  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic 
Center  Historic  District,  December  1974,  and  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
Inventory -Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center  National  Historic  Landmark  District, 
November  1984. 

151    Marsh,  Vincent,  Secretary,  LPAB,  telephone  conversation,  October  4,  1991. 

/6/    Deed  of  Trust  of  James  Lick,  Esq.,  September  21 ,  1875,  recorded  in  the  San  Francisco 
Recorder's  office. 

PI    O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  the  relocation 
of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  October  1991. 

/8/    The  information  in  this  section  is  from  Allen  Pastron,  Ph.D.,  Archeo-Tec  Inc.,  Archival 
Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Main  Library  Development  Project  and 
Two  Affiliated  Parcels  in  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  Area,  San  Francisco,  California, 
November  1990.  This  report  is  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 

191    Labor  Archives  Research  Center,  "San  Francisco  Labor  History  Tour  Map  and  Guide;" 
and  Aha  California,  September  27,  1886,  p.  5. 


C.  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 


The  project  site  includes  three  buUdings.  The  existing  Main  Library  and  45  Hyde 
Street  buildings  cover  nearly  the  entire  Asian  Art  Museum  block,  with  a  small  parking 
area  off  McAllister  Street  between  the  two  buildings.  The  100  Larkin  Street  building 
covers  a  portion  of  the  New  Library  block;  lawn  and  a  parking  lot  cover  the  remainder 
of  the  block.  The  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group  is  located  at  the  southeast  comer 
of  the  block.  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  is  currently  a  public 
street  with  on-street  parking  on  both  sides.  It  is  part  of  a  view  corridor  that  extends 
from  Market  Street  across  United  Nations  Plaza,  Fulton  Street,  and  across  Civic 
Center  Plaza  to  City  Hall. 


68 


in.  Environmental  Setting 


The  existing  library  is  a  three-story,  approximately  80-foot-tall  steel-frame  building 
clad  in  gray  California  granite  and  brick.  The  buildings  at  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street  were  both  erected  during  World  War  11  as  temporary  structures. 
Each  is  a  stucco-covered  wood-frame  structure.  The  single-story  100  Larkin  Street 
building  is  in  the  Art  Modeme  Style,  with  rounded  comers  and  a  streamlined 
appearance;  the  building  at  45  Hyde  Street  is  three  stories  in  height  (approximately 
40  feet)  and  without  architectural  detail.  Both  buildings  would  be  demolished  for  the 
project.  The  Pioneer  Monument  consists  of  a  large  bronze  statue  atop  a  central  granite 
column  and  four  smaller  bronze  figures  on  smaller  granite  piers.  It  would  be  moved  to 
another  Civic  Center  location  as  part  of  the  project.  Full  descriptions  of  the  structures 
on  the  project  site  are  provided  in  Section  III.B.,  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources,  pp.  52  -  68.  Views  of  the  project  site  are  shown  in  Section  IV.B,  Urban 
Design  and  Visual  Quality,  pp.  87  -  101. 

The  project  site  is  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  which  includes  a  collection  of 
monumental  public  buildings  reflecting  the  Beaux  Arts-inspired  City  Beautiful 
movement.  A  number  of  newer  office  stmctures,  ranging  up  to  29  stories  in  height,  are 
located  in  the  surrounding  area.  The  tallest  nearby  building  is  the  California  State 
Automobile  Association  tower  (29  stories)  at  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Fell  Street,  four 
blocks  southwest  of  the  New  Library  block.  The  Civic  Center  area  and  its  buildings 
are  also  described  in  Section  III.B.  Architectural,  Historic,  and  Cultural  Resources, 
pp.  52  -  68. 

Other  taU  structures  in  the  area  include  the  Hastings  CoUege  of  the  Law  dormitory 
(27  stories)  at  100  McAllister  Street;  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  (20  stories, 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue);  the  13-story  mixed  office  and  residential  Opera  Plaza  at 
Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues;  the  29-story  mixed  office  and  residential  Fox 
Plaza  at  Market,  Hayes  and  Polk  Streets;  the  29-story  California  State  Automobile 
Association  tower  mentioned  above  (100  Van  Ness  Avenue);  the  24-story  Bank  of 
America  Data  Center  building  at  Market  and  Eleventh  Streets;  the  16-story  State 
Compensation  Insurance  Fund  building  at  Market  and  Ninth  Streets;  and  the  12-story 
1145  Market  Street  and  11-story  1155  Market  Street  office  buildings,  between  Seventh 
and  Eighth  Streets. 
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Civic  Center  Plaza  occupies  a  double  block  immediately  west  of  the  project  site.  It  is 
bounded  by  McAllister,  Larkin,  Grove,  and  Polk  Streets.  The  plaza  includes  a 
rectangular  fountain  that  extends  nearly  from  Polk  to  Larkin  Streets  on  a  line 
perpendicular  to  City  Hall.  Rows  of  flagpoles  and  pollarded  sycamore  trees  line  the 

#  fountain,  and  there  are  square  lawns  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  fountain. 
Groups  of  olive  trees  flank  the  lawns  to  the  east  and  west. 

United  Nations  Plaza  extends  to  the  east  from  the  project  site  to  Market  Street, 
occupying  the  former  right-of-way  of  Fulton  Street.  This  brick -paved  plaza  is  framed 
on  the  north  by  the  old  Federal  Building  and  on  the  south  by  the  Orpheum  Theater  and 
a  triangular  structure  at  One  United  Nations  Plaza.  The  view  west  through  United 
Nations  Plaza  frames  City  Hall  between  the  Old  Federal  Office  Building  and  the 
Orpheum  Theater. 

Because  of  the  openness  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  two  blocks  that  make  up  the  project 
site  are  visible  from  a  large  part  of  the  Civic  Center  area  west  to  City  Hall,  on  the  west 
side  of  the  Plaza.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  block  is  visible  across  the  New  Library 
block  (Marshall  Square)  from  the  south  and  southeast  and  from  U.N.  Plaza  to  the  east. 
The  New  Library  block  is  also  clearly  visible  from  U.N.  Plaza.  The  project  site  can  be 
seen  from  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Grove  Street,  partially  obscured  by  the  trees  of  Civic 
Center  Plaza.  From  points  farther  west,  City  Hall  obstmcts  the  view  of  most  of  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  block,  although  the  New  Library  block  can  be  seen.  The  site  is 
also  visible  from  the  west  along  McAllister  Street  to  Van  Ness  Avenue;  from  farther 
west,  City  Hall  begins  to  obscure  the  site  from  view.  Both  blocks  of  the  project  site, 
as  well  as  Fulton  Street,  can  be  seen  from  the  north  on  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  for  at 
least  two  blocks,  although  the  setback  of  the  existing  library  from  Larkin  Street  allows 
other  structures  to  obscure  more  of  the  library  than  would  otherwise  be  the  case  were  it 
built  to  the  lot  line.  The  site  is  visible  to  the  south  from  Larkin  Street  at  Market  Street 
and  on  Eighth  Street  south  of  Market  nearly  to  Mission  Street . 

#  The  differently-oriented  South  and  North  of  Market  street  grids  meet  at  Market  Street. 
Civic  Center  views  are  available  along  Market  Street  in  the  project  vicinity.  These 
include  views  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  City  Hall  from  the  Market,  Hyde,  Grove 
and  Eighth  Streets  intersection. 
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The  top  of  the  existing  library  building  is  visible  in  the  long-range  view  from  Twin 
Peaks  as  part  of  the  complex  of  monumental  structures  that  make  up  the  Civic  Center. 
From  this  view,  the  base  of  the  existing  library,  the  New  Library  block,  and  Fulton 
Street  is  obscured  by  the  intervening  Department  of  Public  Health  building,  the  CSAA 
building  and  Fox  Plaza.  Twin  Peaks  cannot  be  seen  from  ground  level  on  the  site  due 
to  these  intervening  buildings. 
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From  the  site  there  are  views  of  City  Hall  across  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Long-range 
views  are  blocked  in  other  directions  by  intervening  stmctures,  although  several  taller 
buildings  in  the  area  are  visible  to  the  north,  west  and  south.  Downtown  highrises  are 
visible  in  longer  views  to  the  east  and  northeast.  There  are  few  public  views  from 
within  the  existing  library  buUding;  the  large  second-story  windows  are  above  eye 
level,  and  windows  on  the  third  floor  are  primarily  in  staff  areas.  Exceptions  include 
the  San  Francisco  History  Room,  which  has  views  to  the  south,  including  the  New 
Library  block,  and  the  stack  areas  (closed  to  the  public  since  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake),  with  views  to  the  north. 

City  Hall  is  visible  from  the  intersection  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets,  across  the  New 
Library  block  and  Civic  Center  Plaza.  As  noted,  the  existing  library  can  also  be  seen 
across  the  New  Library  block  from  this  location,  as  can  the  old  State  Building 
(350  McAllister  Street).  Looking  east  from  City  Hall,  the  blank  east  wall  of  the 
Orpheum  Theater  is  visible  across  the  New  Library  block. 

D.  SHADOW  AND  WIND 

SHADOW 

The  existing  100  Larkin  Street  buUding  on  the  New  Library  block  and  other  buildings 
in  the  Civic  Center  cast  shadows  on  streets  and  sidewalks  in  the  project  vicinity. 
Existing  and  project-related  shadow  patterns  for  various  times  of  the  day  and  year  are 
discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter  IV.  Environmental  Impacts,  pp.  101-105. 

WIND 

U.S.  Weather  Bureau  and  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  data  show  that 
westerly  (i.e.,  from  the  west)  to  northwesterly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and 
strongest  winds  during  all  seasons  in  San  Francisco./l/  Of  the  16  primary  wind 
directions  measured  at  the  Weather  Bureau  station  (at  a  height  of  132  ft.),  four 
directions  comprise  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  as  well  as  the  majority  of 
strong  wind  occurrences;  these  are  northwest,  west-northwest,  west  and 
west-southwest.  Calm  conditions  occur  about  two  percent  of  the  time. 
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Average  wind  speeds  are  ttie  highest  during  summer  and  lowest  during  winter  months. 
Strongest  peak  winds,  however,  occur  in  the  winter  when  speeds  of  47  miles  per  hour 
(mph)  have  been  recorded./!/  The  highest  average  wind  speeds  are  in  the 
mid-aftemoon  and  the  lowest  are  in  the  early  moming. 

Pedestrian  Comfort  and  Wind  Criteria 

Wind  conditions  partly  determine  pedestrian  comfort  on  sidewalks  and  in  other  public 
areas.  Large  buildings  can  redirect  wind  flows  around  and  down  to  street  level, 
resulting  in  increased  wind  speed  and  turbulence  at  street  level.  In  order  to  provide  a 
comfortable  wind  environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the  City  established 
specific  comfort  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  evaluation  of  proposed  buildings.  The  City 
Planning  Code  specifically  outlines  these  criteria  for  the  Downtown  Commercial  (C-3) 
District  and  each  of  the  Rincon  Hill,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  South  of  Market  areas 
[Sec.  148,  249.1(a)(3),  243(c)(8),  263.11(c)]. 

The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  pedestrian-level  wind  speeds  that  include  the  effects 
of  turbulence,  referred  to  as  "equivalent  wind  speeds."  For  example.  Section  148  of 
the  City  Planning  Code  establishes  an  equivalent  wind  speed  (as  defined  in  the  Code) 
of  7  mph  and  1 1  mph  as  comfort  criteria,  and  26  mph  equivalent  wind  speed  as  a  wind 
hazard  criterion.  New  buildings  and  additions  to  buildings  may  not  cause  ground-level 
winds  to  exceed  these  levels  more  than  ten  percent  of  the  time  year  round  between 
7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m./3/  If  existing  wind  speeds  exceed  the  comfort  level,  new 
buildings  and  additions  must  be  designed  to  reduce  ambient  wind  speeds  to  meet  the 
requirements.  The  criteria  of  Section  148  are  not  required  for  the  project  site. 
However,  the  comfort  and  hazard  criteria  are  useful  in  describing  existing  conditions 
and  project  impacts. 

Existing  and  project-generated  wind  conditions  are  discussed  in  Chapter  IV, 
Environmental  Impacts,  pp.  115-118  and  Appendix  C,  pp.  A.41  -  A.49. 

NOTES  -  Wind 

III    The  U.S.  Weather  Bureau  data  used  in  this  analysis  were  originally  gathered  at  the 
weather  station  atop  the  Old  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza  during  the 
years  1945-1950.  Data  were  taken  hourly,  annually  for  16  wiud  directions.  The  data 
base,  comprised  of  32,795  hourly  observations,  is  of  sufficient  length  to  provide  a 
reliable  estimate  of  future  climatic  conditions  in  San  Francisco. 
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in    E.  Jan  Null,  Climate  of  San  Francisco,  NOAA  Technical  Memorandum,  NWS  WR-126, 
February  1978. 

/3/    The  City  Planning  Code  specifies  the  hours  of  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  The  available 
weather  data  cover  the  hours  of  6:00  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  Thus,  observation  from  two 
additional  evening  hours  and  one  additional  morning  hour  are  included  in  these  data. 
Because  winds  are  generally  stronger  in  the  afternoon  and  evening  than  in  the  morning, 
this  approximation  is  conservative  —  it  is  likely  to  overestimate  the  existing  and 
projected  wind  speeds. 

E.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  and  includes  two  city 
blocks  and  the  portion  of  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets.  The  site 
includes  about  220  public  parking  spaces  (about  130  spaces  in  a  public  lot  on  the  New 
Library  block  (Marshall  Square)  and  about  90  metered  on-street  spaces  on  Fulton 
Street),  plus  17  spaces  for  City  employees'  vehicles.  The  site  area  is  served  by  local 
streets  and  by  portions  of  the  regional  freeway  system  (see  Figure  1,  p.  27).  Access  to 
freeways  U.S.  101  and  1-80  is  approximately  one-half  mile  from  the  site,  via  ramps  at 
13th  Street  and  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Eighth  and  Bryant  Streets,  respectively. 

The  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  of  October  1989  had  notable  effects  on  the  regional 
transportation  network;  repairs  to  most  facilities  have  yet  to  be  effected,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Bay  Bridge,  where  one  span  of  the  upper  deck  collapsed  in  the 
earthquake.  Repairs  were  completed  one  month  later  and  operations  have  retumed  to 
pre-earthquake  patterns. 

In  Oakland,  the  Cypress  Structure  of  1-880,  demolished  following  its  partial  collapse  in 
the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  is  proposed  to  be  rebuilt  to  the  west  of  the  original 
route./ 1/ 

Within  San  Francisco,  major  damage  to  State  Route  480  (the  Embarcadero  Freeway), 
the  1-280  extension  north  of  U.S.  101,  and  the  U.S.  101  ramps  between  Fell  and  Turk 
Streets  caused  closure  of  these  routes.  The  section  of  1-280  between  Army  Street  and 
Fourth  Street  was  repaired  and  has  reopened.  The  section  of  1-280  between  Army 
Street  and  U.S.  101  is  scheduled  to  be  repaired  by  1994./1/ 

In  April  1990,  Mayor  Agnos  proposed  that  the  City  demolish  the  elevated 
Embarcadero  Freeway.  Demolition  of  the  stmcture  was  approved,  initiated  in 
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February  1991  and  completed  in  October  1991.  Mayor  Agnos  has  proposed 
constructing  a  depressed  roadway  within  the  same  right-of-way.  The  feasibility  of 
implementing  this  roadway  and  the  sources  of  funding  that  would  be  required  are 
being  studied  by  City  staff  at  the  Mayor's  direction  and  will  be  subject  to  separate 
environmental  review. 

In  addition,  the  "terminal  separation  structure,"  the  elevated  connector  between  the 
Bay  Bridge  and  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  will  be  demolished,  as  will  its  on-  and 
off-ramps  at  Folsom  Street.  Caltrans  District  4  plans  to  replace  the  terminal  separation 
with  a  new  structure  (which  would  be  lower  in  height  than  the  existing  structure)  to 
enable  traffic  flow  between  the  Bay  Bridge  and  whatever  roadway  replacement  is 
constmcted  within  the  Embarcadero  right-of-way ./2/ 

Caltrans  also  is  proceeding  with  demolition  of  the  U.S.  101  elevated  structure  (the 
Central  Skyway)  north  of  the  Oak/Fell  Street  on-  and  off-ramps.  This  demolition, 
which  will  result  in  removal  of  the  GouglVTurk  Streets  on-ramp  and  the  Franklin 
Street/Golden  Gate  Avenue  off-ramp,  began  in  July  1991  and  is  expected  to  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  1991.  The  effects  on  surface  streets  of  removing  this  portion 
of  the  freeway  from  service  will  depend  on  what  replacement  facility,  if  any,  is  agreed 
upon  by  Caltrans  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  but  could  include  alterations  in  local 
traffic  pattems  in  the  vicinity  of  Civic  Center  and  the  area  around  Market  Street  and 
South  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Street  improvements,  including  new  signalization,  would 
likely  be  made  to  surface  streets  designated  as  replacements  for  the  demolished 
elevated  portion  of  U.S.  Highway  101. 

The  New  Library  block  is  bounded  by  Larkin,  Fulton,  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  and  is 
currently  occupied  by  a  single-story  City  office  building  on  the  west  end  of  the  block 
(100  Larkin  Street)  with  five  adjacent  parking  spaces  for  City  staff,  by  the  Pioneer 
Monument,  and  by  a  130-space  surface  level  parking  lot,  the  Marshall  Square  Lot. 
The  Asian  Art  Museum  block  is  bounded  by  Larkin,  McAllister,  Hyde  and  Fulton 
Streets  and  is  currently  occupied  by  the  existing  Main  Library  and  by  a  three-story 
City  office  building  at  45  Hyde  Street.  There  are  seven  parking  spaces  between  the 
two  buildings  and  five  in  the  library  basement,  all  12  of  which  are  used  by  staff.  These 
are  two  loading  spaces.  Fulton  Street  is  a  through  street  with  about  90  on-street 
parking  spaces;  it  is  a  one-block  section  in  the  project  area,  with  pedestrian  plazas  at 
either  end.  As  noted  above,  there  is  a  total  of  220  public  parking  places  and 
17  designated  City  vehicle/employee  spaces  on  the  site. 
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The  existing  street  network  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  shown  in  Figure  35, 
p.  139,  and  in  Figure  D.2,  p.  A. 57.  The  site  area  is  served  by  several  major  vehicular 
thoroughfares,  including  Oak,  Fell  and  Market  Streets.  Oak  and  Fell  Streets  provide 
access  to  the  western  portions  of  the  City,  while  Market  Street  provides  access  to  the 
downtown  and  the  southeast  areas  of  the  City.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  site,  McAllister 
Street,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Market  Street,  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  and  Mission  Street  are 
designated  as  Transit  Preferential  Streets,  which  are  important  streets  for  transit 
operations  where  interference  with  transit  vehicles  by  other  traffic  should  be 
minimized. /3 /Hyde,  Larkin,  Hayes,  Fell,  Sixth,  Seventh,  Eighth,  Ninth,  and  Tenth 
Streets  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  are  designated  as  Primary  Vehicular  Streets,  which  the 
Master  Plan  defines  as  "major  routes  for  automobile  and  truck  movements  into  and  out 
of  the  Downtown  area."  Seventh  Street  is  a  proposed  Pedestrian  Oriented  /  Vehicular 
Street  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  is  under 
consideration  for  conversion  to  a  pedestrian  mall,  which  would  be  considered  Open 
Space/4/;  this  potential  change  is  examined  in  this  EIR. 

Market  Street,  McAllister  Street  and  Polk  Street  have  two  travel  lanes  operating  in 
each  direction.  (McAllister  Street  operates  one-way  with  three  westbound  lanes  east 
of  Hyde  Street.)  Ninth  Street  has  four  northbound  lanes.  Hyde  Street  is  one-way  with 
three  southbound  lanes;  Grove  Street  operates  with  one  lane  in  each  direction  near 
Hyde  Street  and  two  lanes  in  each  direction  west  of  Larkin  Street.  Larkin  Street  has 
three  lanes  northbound  south  of  Grove  Street  and  north  of  McAllister  Street,  and  two 
lanes  northbound  and  one  lane  southbound  in  front  of  the  Civic  Center  Garage, 
between  Grove  and  McAllister  Streets.  Fulton  Street  operates  with  one  lane  in  each 
direction  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets.  Van  Ness  Avenue  has  three  travel  lanes  in 
each  direction. 

The  Civic  Center  area  is  well  served  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 
and  other  regional  transit  operators.  Figure  35,  p.  139,  illustrates  transit  routes  that 
serve  the  project  site.  Stops  for  approximately  20  MUNI  bus  and  Metro  lines  are 
within  walking  distance  of  the  project  site./5/  The  site  is  served  by  MUNI  electric 
trolley  and  motor  coach  lines,  providing  radial  service  to  and  from  the  downtown  area. 
MUNI  bus  lines  operate  on  Larkin,  Hyde,  McAllister,  Market,  Hayes,  Eighth,  Ninth, 
and  Mission  Streets  and  on  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues  in  the  project 
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vicinity.  The  closest  MUNI  stops  to  the  project  site  are  on  Larkin  Street  north  of 
Market  Street,  on  Larkin  Street  at  McAllister  Street,  on  Hyde  Street  at  McAllister,  and 
on  Hyde  Street  south  of  Fulton  Street,  all  serving  the  19-Polk;  and  on  McAllister 
Street  at  Hyde  and  at  on  McAllister  at  Larkin,  serving  the  5-Fulton.  On  Market  Street, 
there  are  seven  stops  between  Seventh  and  Ninth  Streets  serving  seven  MUNI  lines. 
MUNI  Metro  light  rail  vehicle  lines  are  accessible  at  the  Civic  Center  station,  located 
at  Eighth  and  Market  Streets,  across  Grove  Street  from  the  New  Library  block.  Two 
transit  shelters  are  located  on  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site:  on  Larkin  Street 
at  McAllister  Street  and  on  Hyde  Street  south  of  Fulton  Street. 

Several  regional  transit  operators  also  provide  service  to  the  project  site.  Regional 
transit  service  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  is  provided  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 
District  (BART),  which  stops  at  the  Civic  Center  Station.  BART  also  links  Daly  City 
and  the  southem  areas  of  San  Francisco  with  the  Civic  Center.  AC  Transit  does  not 
have  any  stops  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site;  however,  this  carrier, 
which  stops  at  the  Transbay  Terminal,  can  be  reached  by  the  Market  Street  lines  or 
MUNI  Metro  lines. 

SamTrans,  the  San  Mateo  County  operator,  provides  transit  service  to  the  Peninsula, 
serving  the  Civic  Center  directly,  with  an  inbound  stop  at  the  intersection  of  Grove, 
Market  and  Eighth  Streets  and  an  outbound  stop  at  McAllister  and  Hyde  Streets.  Five 
other  SamTrans  lines  operate  on  Mission  Street  and  stop  within  two  blocks  of  the  site. 

CalTrain  provides  service  to  the  Peninsula  and  San  Jose.  The  CalTrain  station,  at 
Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets,  is  accessible  from  the  Civic  Center  via  the  MUNI 
42-Downtown  Loop  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  or  by  taking  a  Market  Street  bus  or  Metro 
line  to  Fourth  and  Market  Streets  and  then  transferring  to  MUNI  lines  30-Stockton  or 
45 -Union/Stockton  that  serve  the  CalTrain  Depot. 

The  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District  (Golden  Gate  Transit) 
provides  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak-period  bus  service  from/to  Marin  and  Sonoma  counties. 
The  closest  boarding  stops  are  on  McAllister  Street,  at  Hyde  Street  and  at  Van  Ness 
Avenue.  Discharge  stops  are  located  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  at  Polk  and  Hyde 
Streets.  Golden  Gate  Transit  provides  ferry  service  to  terminals  in  Larkspur  and 
Sausalito  from  the  Ferry  Building.  It  operates  a  shuttle  service  from  the  Ferry 
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Building  to  the  Civic  Center  area.  Golden  Gate  Transit  also  operates  a  vanpool  and 
club  (subscription)  bus  program  to  areas  not  served  by  fixed  routes. 

The  RIDES  carpool  program,  operating  as  a  nonprofit,  publicly  funded  corporation, 
provides  consulting  and  matching  services  to  help  establish  Bay  Area  carpools  and 
vanpools. 

Grove,  Polk,  Larkin,  Market  and  Mission  Streets  are  designated  as  Preferred  Commute 
Bike  Routes  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's  Master  Plan.  Only  Grove 
Street  (west  of  Polk)  is  currently  posted  as  a  bicycle  route. 

The  project  parking  study  area  is  bounded  by  Golden  Gate  Avenue  to  the  north. 
Mission  Street  to  the  south  and  east,  and  Gough  Street  to  the  west.  Parking  within  the 
study  area  consists  of  metered  and  unmetered  on-street  parking  spaces,  and  publicly 
accessible  off-street  lots  and  garages.  Most  of  the  curbside  parking  is  at  least  85 
percent  occupied  on  an  average  weekday  during  the  weekday  peak  hour  parking 
occupancy  (1:00  p.m.  to  2:00  p.m.).  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  is 
about  52  percent  occupied./6/  During  major  events  at  Civic  Auditorium  and  at  Brooks 
Hall,  the  underground  facility  beneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  on-street  parking  within  one 
quarter-mile  of  the  hall  reaches  saturation. 

NOTES  -  Transportation 

/!/    Murphy,  Lisa,  Public  Information  Officer,  Caltrans,  telephone  conversations,  April  23 
and  October  15,  1991. 

Ill    Bayol,  Greg,  Public  Information  Officer,  Caltrans,  telephone  conversation,  June  13, 
1991. 

/3/    San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  amended  November  1984,  p.  1.4.16. 

/4/    San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  Downtown  Area  Plan,  amended  December  1987,  Map  7, 
p.  II.  1.47. 

151    Walking  distance  is  considered  one-fourth  of  a  mile. 

/6/    Weekday  on-street  parking  counts  were  conducted  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  (WSA) 
on  Wednesday.  October  10,  1990. 
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AIR  QUALITY 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  a  regional 
monitoring  network  which  measures  the  ambient  concentrations  of  six  air  pollutants: 
ozone  (O3),  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  fine  particulate  matter  (PMjq),  lead  (Pb), 
nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2),  and  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2).  On  the  basis  of  the  monitoring 
data,  the  Bay  Area,  including  San  Francisco  is  designated  a  non-attainment  area  with 
respect  to  the  federal  ozone  and  CO  standards.  In  addition,  San  Francisco  occasionally 
experiences  violations  of  state  eight-hour  CO  and  PMjq  standards.  A  three-year 
summary  of  the  data  collected  at  the  BAAQMD  monitoring  station  nearest  the  project 
site  (about  1.4  miles  south  at  10  Arkansas  Street)  is  shown  in  Appendix  E,  p.  A.62, 
together  with  the  most  stringent  corresponding  state  and/or  federal  ambient  air  quality 
standards  in  San  Francisco.  During  1989,  there  were  no  violations  of  the  state  or 
federal  eight-hour  CO  standards,  and  there  were  13  violations  of  the  state  24-hour 
average  PMj^q  standard.  During  1988,  there  was  one  violation  of  the  state  and  federal 
eight-hour  CO  standard  and  five  violations  of  the  state  24-hour  average  PMjq  standard 
in  San  Francisco.  In  1987,  there  was  one  violation  of  the  state  and  federal  eight-hour 
average  CO  standard  and  four  violations  of  the  state  PM    standards. /I/ 

CO  concentrations  are  monitored  from  both  the  10  Arkansas  Street  areawide 
monitoring  station  and  from  939  Ellis  Street,  which  is  located  along  Van  Ness  Avenue, 
a  heavily  traveled  corridor. 

In  December  1985,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  monitored  CO  and  counted  traffic  at  the 
intersection  of  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets,  less  than  one  mile  from  the  project  site. 
This  data,  along  with  CO  background  data  from  the  Potrero  District  air  quality  station, 
was  used  to  correlate  the  relationship  between  traffic  and  CO  emissions.  Data  from 
these  two  monitoring  locations  indicate  that  areas  in  San  Francisco  near  streets  with 
high  traffic  volumes  and  congested  flows  may  experience  violations  of  the  eight-hour 
CO  state  and  federal  standard  under  adverse  meteorological  conditions. 

Comparison  of  these  data  with  those  from  other  BAAQMD  monitoring  stations 
indicates  that  San  Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  least  degraded  of  all  the 
developed  portions  of  the  Bay  area.  Three  of  the  four  prevailing  winds,  west, 
northwest,  and  west-northwest,  blowing  off  the  Pacific  Ocean,  reduce  the  potential  for 
San  Francisco  to  receive  air  pollutants  from  elsewhere  in  the  region. 
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Data  from  air  quality  monitoring  in  San  Francisco  show  that  there  have  been 
occasional  local  exceedences  of  state  and  federal  CO  and  state  (but  not  federal)  fine 
particulate  standards,  due  largely  to  air  pollutant  emissions  from  within  the  City. 
CO  is  a  non-reactive  air  pollutant,  the  major  source  of  which  is  motor  vehicles. 
CO  concentrations  are  generally  highest  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  congestion. 
Particulate  levels  are  relatively  low  near  the  coast,  increase  with  increasing  distance 
from  the  coast,  and  peak  in  dry,  sheltered  valleys.  The  primary  sources  of  particulates 
in  San  Francisco  are  demolition  and  constmction,  and  motor  vehicle  travel  on  paved 
roads. 

San  Francisco,  like  all  other  sub-regions  in  the  Bay  Area,  contributes  to  regional  air 
quality  problems,  primarily  ozone,  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  Ozone  is  not 
emitted  directly  from  air  pollutant  sources,  but  is  produced  in  the  atmosphere  over 
tiine  and  distance  through  a  complex  series  of  photochemical  reactions  involving 
hydrocarbons  (HC)  and  nitrogen  oxides  (NO^^),  which  are  carried  downwind  as  the 
photochemical  reactions  occur.  Ozone  standards  are  violated  most  often  in  the  Santa 
Clara,  Livermore,  and  Diablo  Valleys,  because  local  topography  and  meteorological 
conditions  favor  the  buildup  of  ozone  and  its  precursors  there. 

In  1983,  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  were  the  source  of  87  percent  of  the  CO, 
39  percent  of  the  HC,  62  percent  of  the  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP),  9  percent  of 
the  sulfur  oxides  (SO^^),  and  54  percent  of  the  NO^^  emitted  in  San  Francisco./2/  These 
percentages  are  expected  to  apply  reasonably  well  to  current  conditions. 

In  response  to  the  Bay  Area's  ozone  and  CO  non-attainment  designations,  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD,  and  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  prepared  and  adopted  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan  (1982  Plan). 12)1  The  1982  Plan  established  schedules  and  strategies  to 
comply  with  federal  ozone  and  CO  standards  established  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  by 
December  31,  1987.  The  deadline  has  now  passed,  and  the  Bay  Area  remains  a 
non-attainment  area  for  ozone  and  CO  (standards  are  occasionally  violated).  The 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  require  that,  within  three  years  of  enactment 
(November  15,  1990),  the  state  submit  to  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  a  revised  state  Implementation  Plan. 
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Effective  January  1,  1989,  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  provides  for  the  designation  of 
air  districts  into  three  classes:  moderate  (defined  as  a  district  that  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  (ARB)  determines  can  attain  state  and  federal  air  quality  standards 
by  December  31,  1994),  serious  (a  district  that  the  ARB  determines  cannot  attain  the 
state  air  quality  standards  until  after  December  31,  1994,  but  by  no  later  than 
December  31,  1997),  and  severe  (a  district  that  the  ARB  determines  cannot  attain  the 
state  air  quality  standards  until  after  December  31,  1997,  or  for  which  the  ARB  is 
unable  to  specify  an  attainment  date).  In  each  case,  the  Act  specifies  air  pollution 
control  strategies  that  must  be  adopted.  In  all  cases,  plans  are  required  to  demonstrate 
a  five-percent-per-year  reduction  in  the  district-wide  emissions  for  each 
non-attainment  air  pollutant  or  its  precursors,  unless  the  ARB  determines  that  the 
alternative  emission  reduction  strategy  is  equal  to  or  more  effective  than  district-wide 
emission  reductions  in  improving  air  quality  or  that,  despite  inclusion  of  every  feasible 
measiu:e  and  an  expeditious  adoption  schedule,  the  district  is  unable  to  achieve  a  five 
percent  reduction  per  year.  The  Bay  Air  Basin  has  been  designated  as  severe  for  ozone 
and  PMjQ,  due  it  its  inability  to  attain  State  standards  by  1997  and  serious  for  CO,  due 
to  its  inability  to  meet  state  standards  by  1994,/4/ 


NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

III    State  standards  for  particulate  matter  changed  in  1983  and  federal  standards  changed  in 
1987  to  concentrate  on  respirable  particulate  matter  (PMiq),  which  has  been 
demonstrated  to  have  health  unplications  when  inhaled.  The  present  state  and  federal 
PMjQ  standards  are  50  ug/m^  and  150  ug/m^,  respectively,  of  respirable  particulate 
matter.  Although  both  the  previous  and  present  particulate  standards  are  measured  in 
ug/m^,  under  the  PMiq  standards  only  those  particulates  10  microns  or  less  in  size  are 
measured.  The  BAAQMD  (Thomas  Perardi)  has  stated  that  TSP  includes  about  50%  to 
60%  of  particulates  of  10  microns  or  less;  thus,  the  TSP  standards  are  generally 
equivalent  to  the  PMjq  standards.  BAAQMD  is  presently  monitoring  PM^q  at  seven 
Bay  area  monitoring  stations,  including  the  station  at  16th  and  Arkansas  Streets  in  San 
Francisco. 

Ill    Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  "Base  Year  1983  Emissions 
Inventory,  Summary  Report,"  San  Francisco,  California,  August  1987. 

/3/    Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD,  and  MTC,  1982  Bay  Area 
Air  Quality  Plan,  Berkeley,  California,  December  1982. 

/4/    Dracott,  Joan,  Public  Information  Officer,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District, 
telephone  conversation,  July  1 9 , 1 99 1 . 
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An  application  for  environmental  evaluation  for  the  New  Main  Library  was  filed  on 
December  12,  1990.  On  the  basis  of  an  Initial  Study  published  on  April  1 1,  1991,  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  determined  that  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  required.  Issues  determined  to  require  no 
further  discussion  as  a  result  of  the  Initial  Study  include  land  use  and  zoning,  glare, 
population  and  housing,  operational  noise,  construction  air  quality,  utilities/public 
services,  biology,  hydrology,  water  quality,  energy/natural  resources,  and  asbestos 
removal.  Therefore,  the  EIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues.  (See  Appendix  A,  pp. 
A.1-A.36  for  the  Initial  Study.)  A  discussion  of  Land  Use  and  Zoning  is  included  (see 
Chapter  III.  Environmental  Setting,  pp.  47  -  52)  for  informational  purposes,  to  provide 
the  context  for  understanding  the  impacts  of  the  project. 

Not  all  of  the  impacts  presented  in  this  section  are  physical  environmental  effects  as 
defined  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  Non-physical  effects 
are  included  here  for  informational  purposes  only. 

A.  ARCHITECTURAL,  HISTORIC  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

ARCHITECTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  RESOURCES 

The  existing  Main  Library  Building,  on  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block,  received  the 
highest  rating  of  "5"  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  1976  citywide  architectural 
inventory,  and  an  "A"  rating  by  Heritage.  The  three-story  library  annex  (45  Hyde 
Street)  was  unrated.  The  Pioneer  Monument,  on  the  New  Library  block,  was  also 
#  rated  "5."  TTie  single-story  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House  (100  Larkin  Street),  also 
on  the  New  Library  block,  was  rated  "2"  in  the  DCP  survey,  and  "B"  by  Heritage. 
(Chapter  III.  Environmental  Setting,  pp.  52  -  68,  describes  these  structures  in  detail.) 

The  existing  Main  Library  would  be  remodeled  as  part  of  the  project  for  use  as  the 
%  Asian  Art  Museum  of  San  Francisco.  The  renovation  plan  would  preserve  the  facades 
of  the  existing  library  building,  except  as  noted  below,  and  some  of  the  larger 
ceremonial  spaces  inside  the  building. 
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Based  on  a  1988  feasibility  study  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  the  following  renovations 
are  planned  for  the  existing  Main  Library  building./l/  Planning  is  still  in  the 
preliminary  stages. 

The  45  Hyde  Street  building  would  be  demolished  and  replaced  with  a  two-story 
addition  to  the  existing  library  building.  The  preliminary  feasibility  study  assumed 
that  the  addition  would  continue  the  existing  library  cornice  line  at  about  80  feet  £dong 
both  McAllister  and  Hyde  Streets.  According  to  the  feasibility  study,  a  depressed  roof 
would  be  about  40  feet  below  the  cornice,  and  a  false  facade  would  continue  up  to  the 
cornice  line.  The  addition  would  be  designed  to  allow  construction  of  two  additional 
floors  in  the  future. 

Based  on  the  feasibility  study,  the  McAllister  Street  frontage  would  be  extended  to 
Hyde  Street,  continuing  the  existing  pattem  of  recessed  windows  and  cornice  line. 
The  comer  of  McAllister  and  Hyde  Streets  would  be  similar  to  the  end  bays  on  Larkin 
Street.  The  Hyde  Street  frontage  would  continue  the  cornice  line;  this  wall  would  be 
plainer  than  the  other  three  sides  of  the  building.  Exterior  wall  additions  would  likely 
be  of  precast  concrete,  with  design,  color  and  finish  intended  to  be  compatible  with  the 
existing  structure. 

The  building's  main  entrance  would  remain  on  Larkin  Street.  The  inscriptions 
identifying  and  dedicating  the  building,  above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  would  be 
replaced  with  an  inscription  identifying  the  building  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The 
cement  statues  representing  Art,  Literature,  Philosophy,  Science,  and  Law,  also  above 
the  Laikin  Street  entrance,  would  be  removed,  and  the  inscribed  names  of  literary 
figures  would  be  removed  from  end  bays  on  aU  four  sides  of  the  building ./2/  If  the 
feasibility  study  were  followed,  the  single  entry  on  Fulton  Street  would  be  replaced  by 
two  new  entry  ways  that  would  replicate  the  existing  doorway;  a  disabled  entrance 
ramp  would  be  added  and  the  ground-floor  windows  on  Fulton  Street  would  be 
extended  to  floor  level  to  provide  additional  light. 

Some  of  the  main  interior  spaces  would  be  retained  in  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The 
processional  stairway  from  the  main  entrance  to  the  existing  General  Reference  room 
would  remain,  and  the  reference  room  would  become  a  reception  room.  The  west 
second  floor  reading  room  would  be  converted  to  a  gallery,  while  the  larger  south 
reading  room  would  serve  as  'flexible  space'  for  dinners  and  other  special  events. 
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The  high  ceilings  would  be  retained  in  both  reading  rooms.  The  current  stacks  would 
be  converted  to  gallery,  office  and  work  space,  including  a  new  mezzanine  level. 
Based  on  the  feasibility  study,  the  two-story  addition  would  include  a  ground-floor 
auditorium  and  temporary  exhibit  space,  and  galleries  on  the  second  floor.  The  large 
murals  in  both  second  floor  reading  rooms  and  on  the  walls  of  the  second-floor 
balcony  on  either  side  of  the  processional  stairway  would  likely  be  moved,  according 
to  the  museum's  current  plans./2/ 

An  altemative  design  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  include  construction  of  the 
addition  at  45  Hyde  Street.  With  this  plan,  additional  gallery  space  would  be  created 
in  the  south  (Fulton  Street)  reading  room  and  in  a  partial  mezzanine  constructed  within 
this  room.  The  decorative  ceiling  would  remain  visible  from  both  the  second  floor  and 
the  new  mezzanine,  but  the  overall  effect  would  be  to  eliminate  the  high  ceiling  in 
most  of  this  large  interior  space.  Exterior  alterations  to  the  existing  building  would  be 
the  same.  Although  no  formal  design  of  the  proposed  addition  at  45  Hyde  Street  has 
been  completed,  the  EIR  examines  the  addition  for  purposes  of  a  conservative  analysis 
of  architectural,  cultural,  transportation,  shadow,  wind,  and  construction  noise 
impacts.  Remodeling  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  without  the  Hyde  Street  addition 
would  have  less  impact  than  described  in  this  document,  except  for  the  interior 
changes  described  above  here. 

#  Based  on  review  by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation  (SHPO)  of  the  information  contained  in  the  DEIR,  removal  of  the  statues 
on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage,  the  inscriptions  identifying  the  library  and  naming 
literary  figures,  and  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  in  the  library  interior,  and  the  proposed 
lengthening  of  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  facade  would  not  conform  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation/Za/,  and  would  significandy 
impact  this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  NPS  and 
SHPO  review  of  additional  materials,  and  discussion  with  Asian  Art  Museum  staff, 
could  lead  to  a  different  determination  on  the  part  of  those  agencies.  For  mitigation 
measures  that  would  avoid  these  impacts,  please  see  p.  180  of  the  EIR. 

#  Based  on  review  of  the  limited  infonnation  in  the  DEIR.  installation  of  mezzanine(s) 
in  the  second  floor  reading  rooms  of  the  existing  Main  Library,  while  not  the  preferred 
option  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  would  not  confomi  to  the  Secretary's  Standards. /2a/ 
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#  The  Secretary's  Standards  are  used  by  the  NPS  in  reviewing  federal  projects  that 
involve  Historic  Properties,  and  by  NPS  and  SHPO  in  determining  eligibility  of 
rehabilitation  projects  for  federal  tax  credits;  the  Standards  do  not  prohibit  anv 
rehabilitation  activity.  Similarly,  designation  as  a  Historic  Property  does  not  prohibit 
rehabilitation  (see  p.  57). 

#  Demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  would  not  affect  the  character  of  the  Landmark  District, 
according  to  the  NPS. /2a/  Regarding  the  100  Larkin  Street  building,  the  NPS  has 
noted  that  while  not  a  contributing  element  to  the  Landmark  District,  it  "appears  to 
have  State  and/or  local  significance"  because  of  its  use  during  World  War  II,  and 
recommends  that  documentation  (through  photographs  and  written  history)  of  the 
structure  under  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  be  considered  if  the 
building  were  demolished./2a,2b/  Such  documentation,  for  deposit  at  the  Library  of 
Congress,  could  be  completed  in  about  two  months,  depending  on  available 
information  and  the  level  of  detail  required./2b/  The  45  Hyde  Street  and  100  Larkin 
Street  buildings  are  not  contributory  to  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  to 
the  proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  and  their  demolition  would  not  have 
a  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources. 

#  The  NPS  normally  "advocates  that  historic  resources  remain  in  their  original 
position. "/2a/  The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated;  it  would  not  be 
demolished.  The  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributing  element  to  the 
Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS ./2a/  The  criterion  for  contributory  status  to  a 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic  District,  of  state  and/or  local  importance, 
could  apply  to  the  monument.  However,  the  monument  is  not  identified  as  a 
contributing  element  on  the  nomination  form  for  either  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District  or  the  Civic  Center  National  Register  District./2b,2c/  The 
monument  is  not  identified  as  contributory  to  the  National  districts  or  to  the  proposed 
local  Historic  District.  Its  relocation  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources.  While  normally  used  for  buildings, 
documentation  under  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  standards  could 
be  prepared  for  the  monument  should  it  be  relocated. 

#  The  New  Main  Library  would  be  considered  a  non-contributing  element  of  the 
Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS,  which  has  stated  that  new  construction 
within  the  district  should  be  compatible  with  the  "scale,  massing,  materials,  texture, 
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and  style  of  the  existing  design, "  and  "should  be  sensitive  to  the  character  of  the 
historic  plan  and  design  of  the  existing  buildings  and  landscape. "/2a/  SHPO  has  stated 
that  the  New  Main  Library  "should  be  compatible  to  the  historic  district. "/2d/  The 
NFS  has  written  that,  while  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  appears  sensitive  in  scale, 
"the  design  and  materials  proposed  for  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  elevations  appear 
incongmous  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district  and  the  surrounding  area.  "/2a/ 
As  stated  on  EIR  p.  25,  and  response  to  comments  on  p.  C&R.58  herein,  the  New  Main 
Library  would  largely  complete  the  1912  Civic  Center  Plan.  As  stated  on  EIR  pp.  87  - 
101  iuid  in  response  to  comments  on  pp.  C&R.  1 16  -  117  herein,  the  New  Main  Library 
would  be  of  similar  Beaux  Arts  style  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  facades  and  of 
more  contemporary  style  on  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades,  compared  to  the  other 
prominent  buildings  of  Civic  Center.  The  New  Main  Library  would  be  finished  in 
similar  materials,  of  similar  color  and  texture,  to  other  major  Civic  Center  buildings. 
The  building  also  would  be  of  comparable  size  to  other  prominent  Civic  Center 
buildings.  Construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  not  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District. 

0  As  a  new  building,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  considered  a  non-contributory 
structure  to  the  proposed  locally  designated  Civic  Center  Historic  District.  (Both 
Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Edmund  G.  Brown  State  Office  Building  on  Van  Ness 
Avenue,  newly  constructed  within  that  proposed  Historic  District,  are  identified  as 
non-contributory  to  the  proposed  district.) 

0  Based  on  the  above,  the  combined  effects  of  the  components  of  the  project  other  than 
the  existing  Main  Library,  including  45  Hyde  Street,  100  Larkin  Street,  the  Pioneer 
Monument  and  the  New  Main  Library,  would  not  have  a  significant  environmental 
impact  on  Architectural  and  Historic  Resources. 

The  100  Larkin  Street  office  building  would  be  demolished  for  construction  of  the 
New  Main  Library. 

The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated  within  the  Civic  Center,  in  some  proximity 
0  to  City  Hall  (see  Figure  37,  p.  194).  Among  the  sites  under  consideration  is  the  Fulton 
Street  Mall,  following  erection  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  renovation  of  the  existing 
library  building  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  This  location  would  place  the  monument 
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on  an  imaginary  line  drawn  through  the  center  of  City  Hall,  establishing  at  a  greater 
distance  the  relation  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall  that  existed  prior  to  1906, 
when  the  monument  stood  directly  in  front  of  Old  City  Hall.  Other  locations  under 
consideration  include  the  Market  Street  end  of  United  Nations  Plaza,  also  on  axis  with 
City  Hall;  the  south  side  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  between  the  existing  fountain  and 
Civic  Auditorium;  the  northwest  comer  of  Marshall  Square  (near  the  intersection  of 
Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets);  and  directly  in  front  of  City  Hall,  in  place  of  the  existing 
reflecting  pool  in  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Moving  the  monument  would  eliminate  the  last 
remaining  marker  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  street  grid. 
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Relocation  of  the  monument  would  require  that  it  be  dismantled.  It  is  expected  that 
the  monument  could  be  moved  without  damage. /3/ 

A  feasibility  study  has  been  prepared  to  assess  the  proposed  relocation  of  the 
monument.  Among  the  issues  examined  are  conditions  including  underground 
structures  at  each  of  the  potential  relocation  sites,  the  necessity  for  underpinning,  the 
composition  of  the  monument,  and  methods  of  disassembly  and  assembly  ./4/ 

According  to  the  feasibility  study,  relocation  of  the  monument  would  require  that  it  be 
dismantled.  The  statues  would  be  removed  from  the  central  granite  pedestal  and  from 
each  of  the  four  surrounding  granite  piers.  The  column  and  the  piers  would  be  marked 
and  disassembled  into  several  pieces;  the  pieces  would  be  reassembled  at  the  site 
chosen  for  relocation.  This  work  could  take  two  to  four  months  and  would  be 
preceded  by  some  months  of  engineering  design.  The  study  notes  that  care  would  be 
required  not  to  damage  the  monument  during  relocation,  and  states  "the  monument 
does  not  appear  to  be  overly  fragile. "/4/ 

The  Library  Foundation,  a  private  organization,  would  have  primary  responsibility  for 
funding  relocation  of  the  monument;  $750,000  has  been  allocated  for  the  move  and 
associated  engineering. /3/  Whether  the  monument  would  need  to  be  stored  after 
dismantling  and  before  reinstallation  would  depend  on  the  relocation  process  and  the 
site  chosen./3/ 

See  Chapter  VTI.  Altematives,  pp.  187  -  209,  for  discussion  of  retaining  the  monument 
in  place,  of  moving  it,  and  of  storing  it;  the  five  locations  are  discussed  there  and  are 
illustrated  in  Figure  37,  p.  194. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

An  archaeological  resources  report  was  prepared  for  the  project  site  and  vicinity ./5/ 

The  New  Main  Library  would  include  excavation  to  a  depth  of  between  about  30  feet 
and  35  feet  below  existing  grade  due  to  the  slope  of  the  site  and  to  deeper  excavation 
for  the  loading  area.  This  excavation  would  go  below  the  depth  at  which  bodies  were 
interred  in  the  former  Verba  Buena  Cemetery;  excavation  would  be  below  the 
foundation  levels  of  Old  City  Hall.  It  is  possible  that  excavation  could  disturb  soils 
not  exposed  during  use  of  the  site  as  a  cemetery  or  during  construction  of  the  Old  City 
Mall. 
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Expansion  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  include  excavation  to  about  17  feet  below 
grade  around  the  perimeter  of  the  existing  Main  Library  and  at  the  site  of  the  45  Hyde 
Street  building.  This  could  disturb  soils  not  exposed  by  previous  activity  on  the  site 
during  the  past  150  years. 

Prehistoric  Resources 

Available  documentary  evidence  suggests  that  there  is  a  possibility  that 
prehistoric  /  protohistoric  archaeological  remains  may  exist  on  the  project  site.  Early 
maps  and  oral  accounts  of  San  Francisco  indicate  that  the  project  site  and  its 
immediate  surroundings  could  have  represented  a  favorable  habitat  for  Native 
American  hunters  and  gatherers.  One  of  the  prehistoric  sites  recently  discovered  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  was  situated  in  a  natural  setting  much  like  that  of  the  present 
project  area.  This  site,  the  Market  Street  Shell  Midden,  CA-SFr-113,  was  discovered 
in  1986  at  the  intersection  of  Fifth  and  Market  Streets ./6/  In  addition,  and  closer  to  the 
site,  a  partial  skeleton  was  discovered  in  1969  about  75  feet  below  present  grade 
during  excavation  for  the  BART  Civic  Center  Station.  The  bones,  of  a  Native 
American  woman,  were  estimated  to  date  to  2950  ±  250  years  B.C.,  the  oldest 
radiocarbon  date  in  central  California  for  human  remains.  Analysis  of  these 
prehistoric  deposits  suggests  the  possibility  that  similar  prehistoric  cultural  materials 
may  exist  within,  or  adjacent  to,  the  New  Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
block. 

Historic  Resources 

Available  evidence  suggests  that  there  is  little  likelihood  of  encountering  cultural 
resources  from  the  Spanish,  Mexican  or  Early  American  eras  (1776-1848)  within  the 
confines  of  the  project  site. 

There  is  a  possibility  of  encountering  cultural  materials  dating  from  as  early  as  1850. 
The  project  site  was  the  location  of  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery,  San  Francisco's  first 
municipally  owned  cemetery.  Although  human  remains  from  this  site  were  exhumed 
and  reburied  elsewhere  within  the  city,  it  is  possible  that  human  remains  from  the 
cemetery  may  still  exist  on  the  New  Main  Library  block  or  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
block.  As  noted  in  Chapter  HI.  Setting,  human  remains  were  located  during 
construction  of  Old  City  Hall 
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and  the  Old  Federal  Building  and,  more  recently,  during  work  in  an  elevator  pit  at  the 
existing  Main  Library;  all  three  of  these  discoveries  were  on  the  site  of  the  former 
cemetery. 

In  addition  to  the  possibility  of  encountering  human  remains  from  the  Verba  Buena 
Cemetery,  it  is  also  possible  that  architectural  remains  and/or  related  cultural  features 
from  Old  City  Hall  may  exist  at  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art 
Museum  expansion  sites.  Portions  of  the  foundation  of  Old  City  Hall,  with  foundation 
walls  up  to  13  feet  wide,  could  be  beneath  both  the  New  Library  block  and  the  Asian 
Art  Museum  block.  Artifacts  from  the  building,  which  was  destroyed  in  the  1906 
Earthquake  and  Fire,  could  be  uncovered  by  excavation  for  the  New  Main  Library  or 
#  the  proposed  addition  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  Such  artifacts  could  yield 

information  about  building  occupants,  users  and  construction  history.  In  addition,  a 
time  capsule  buried  at  the  start  of  construction  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be 
located  during  excavation  near  the  monument,  or  during  relocation. 


NOTES  -  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources 

/I/      William  Tumbull  Associates,  Asian  Art  Museum  -  Main  Public  Library  Building:  A 
Feasibility  Study,  April  1988. 

12/      Teichman,  Judith,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  written  communication, 
June  12,  1991  and  telephone  conversation,  October  4,  199L 

0  /2a/    Look,  David  W.,  Chief,  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of  National  Register 
Programs,  National  Park  Service,  letter,  January  28,  1992. 

0  /2b/    Huston,  Ann,  Historian,  National  Park  Service  Western  Regional  Office,  telephone 
conversations,  February  3  and  5,  1992. 

0  /2c/    National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  December  1974,  and  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center  National  Historic  Landmark  District, 
November  1984. 

%  /2d/    Craigo,  Steade  R.,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  letter,  January  31,  1992. 

/3/      Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager  for  San  Francisco  New  Main  Library,  Bureau  of 
Architecture,  telephone  conversations,  June  26,  October  1 1  and  31,  1991. 

/4/      O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  relocation  of 
Pioneer  Monument,  October  1991. 

/5/      Paslron,  Allen.  Ph.D.,  Archco-Tec  Inc.,  Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the 
Proposed  Main  Library  Development  Project  and  Two  Affiliated  Parcels  in  the  Civic 
Center  Plaza  Area,  San  Francisco,  California,  November  1990.  This  report  is  on  file 
and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Plaiming,  450  McAllister 
SUccl,  San  Fnuicisco. 
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Pastron,  Allen,  Ph.D.,  Archeo-Tec  Inc.,  Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the 
Proposed  Costco  Development  Project,  San  Francisco,  Califomia,  February  1990.  This 
report  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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B.  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  project  would  include  demolition  of  buildings  at  45  Hyde  Street  and  100  Larkin 
Street.  The  existing  Main  Library  building  would  be  seismically  strengthened  and 
remodeled  to  contain  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  a  two-story  addition  to  the  northeast 
portion  of  the  existing  library  building  would  replace  the  45  Hyde  Street  structure. 

The  project  would  construct  a  New  Main  Library  on  Marshall  Square.  The  building 
would  be  about  80  feet  tall,  like  the  existing  library,  and  would  be  finished  in  granite 
similar  to  that  used  on  the  existing  library  and  other  Civic  Center  structures. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  have  two  primary  design  components:  Beaux  Arts 
treatment  of  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  facades  of  the  building,  and  contemporary 
facades  on  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  sides. 

Viewed  from  the  west,  the  New  Main  Library  is  intended  to  complement  the  existing 
library  building  (Asian  Art  Museum)  (see  Figures  16  through  19,  pp.  88  -  91). 
#  Windows  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  would  be  of  similar  size  and  spacing 
to  those  ui  the  existing  library  building.  These  new  facades  would  have  projecting 
windows  in  rectangular  frames,  while  the  existing  library  has  recessed  windows  within 
arched  frames.  The  new  library  would  include  metal  grilles,  covering  some  of  its 
windows,  similar  to  the  window  treatment  of  the  existing  building. 

The  Larkin  Street  facades  of  the  two  stmctures  would  be  similar,  of  Beaux  Arts  style, 
with  five  windows  over  three  entry  ways  and  projecting  end  bays  with  one  vertical 
window  in  each.  On  Fulton  Street,  where  the  two  buildings  would  face  each  other,  the 
New  Main  Library  would  have  13  windows  between  end  bays,  as  does  the  existing 
library.  Each  bay  would  have  a  rectangular  window.  The  east  end  of  the  new  library's 
Fulton  Street  side  has  been  designed  in  a  contemporary,  unembellished  style,  with 
similar  materials,  primarily  granite,  intended  as  a  transition  between  the  Beaux  Arts 
north  and  west  sides  of  the  building  and  the  modem  east  and  south  facades.  A 
transitional  glass  and  stone  recess  would  join  the  Beaux  Arts  and  contemporary 
facades  at  both  the  Fulton  Street  /  Hyde  Street  and  Larkin  Street  /  Grove  Street  comers 
(see  Figures  20  through  23,  pp.  92  -  95). 

The  contemporary  Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades  would  consist  of  granite  walls 
with  large  punched  windows  recessed  from  the  wall  surface  (see  Figures  24  through 
27.  pp.  96  -  99).  Tliis  part  of  the  building  would  include  a  three-story  rectangular 
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element  set  off  from  square  by  about  30  degrees,  parallel  to  Market  Street.  This 
element  would  carry  through  all  floors  of  the  building  and  would  encompass  the 
auditorium  on  the  basement  level,  a  portion  of  the  children's  collection,  four  floors  of 
compact  book  stacks,  and  the  San  Francisco  History  Room,  on  the  fifth  floor.  A 
comer  setback  at  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  would  begin  about  10  feet  above  street  level 
and  would  contain  an  outdoor  children's  terrace  accessible  from  The  Children's 
Library. 

The  new  building  would  be  similar  in  major  dimensions  to  the  existing  library,  the  old 
Federal  Building,  the  old  State  Building,  and  other  government  structures  in  the  Civic 
Center.  The  new  building  would  have  equal  setbacks  from  Larkin  Street  and  Fulton 
Street  as  the  existing  library. 

The  design  of  the  Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades,  as  proposed,  would  differ 
from  existing  major  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  core.  These  two  facades 
would  not  include  a  rusticated  base,  or  a  series  of  columns  or  pilasters  and  windows, 
and  certain  exterior  wall  planes  would  be  offset  from  the  perpendicular.  These  two 
facades  would  be  contemporary  in  style  compared  to  the  Beaux  Arts  style  of  the 
adjacent  existing  library  building  (proposed  Asian  Art  Museum),  and  other  older 
buildings  in  the  Civic  Center.  The  two  facades  would  relate  to  newer  buildings  such 
as  the  State  Compensation  Insurance  Fund  Building  at  Ninth  and  Market  Streets  and 
buildings  at  1 155  and  1 170  Market  Street,  and  would  contrast  with  nearby  older 
development  on  Market  Street,  such  as  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  the  Ramada  Inn 
(former  San  Franciscan  Hotel). 

Renovation  of  the  existing  library  would  not  change  views  from  the  New  Main  Library 
site  (see  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources  section,  pp.  81  -  86,  for  a 
discussion  of  the  proposed  exterior  changes  to  that  building).  The  view  of  the  Hyde 
Street  side  of  the  existing  library  would  be  altered  by  construction  of  the  two-story 
addition.  This  addition  would  retain  the  cornice  line  of  the  existing  structure  and  use 
exterior  materials  similar  in  appearance  and  intended  to  be  compatible  with  the 
existing  library  building./l/ 

Construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  block  views  of  City  Hall  from  the 
intersection  of  Hyde,  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  (see  Figure  25,  p.  97).  Views  of  City 
Hall  would  still  be  available  from  U.N.  Plaza  and  from  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  with  the 
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project,  (see  Figure  21,  p.  93).  The  New  Main  Library  would  emphasize  the  visual 
corridor  to  City  HaU  along  Fulton  Street  from  Market  Street  by  forming  a  frame,  with 
the  existing  library,  of  City  Hall  viewed  from  the  east,  and  blocking  existing  views  of 
City  Hall  from  the  east  and  south. 

#  Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  from  its  current  site  to  another  site  within  Civic 
Center  would  alter  public  views  of  Civic  Center  from  the  vicinity  of  Eighth  and 
Market  Streets  (see  Figures  24  and  25,  pp.  96  -  97),  and  remove  the  monument  from  its 
current  prominent  position  in  views  of  the  Civic  Center  from  Market  and  Eighth 
Streets.  Relocation  of  the  monument  would  also  alter  public  views  from  within  the 
Civic  Center,  both  of  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  without  the  monument 
(see  Figures  26  and  27,  pp.  98  -  99)  and  of  the  new  site  of  the  Monument. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  provide  new  public  views  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  its 
buildings  from  different  levels  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  compared  with 
views  now  available  from  the  site./2/ 

Regarding  long-range  views  of  the  Civic  Center,  from  places  where  the  New  Main 
Library  would  be  visible  it  would  appear  as  part  of  the  group  of  monumental  structures 
in  the  Civic  Center. 
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NOTES  -  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 

/!/    No  photomontage  analysis  has  been  prepared  for  the  proposed  addition  to  the  existing 
library  building  because  design  work  has  not  been  completed. 

Ill    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager  for  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
oral  communication,  July  17,  1991. 

C.  SHADOW  AND  WIND 

SHADOW 

Open  space  in  the  project  vicinity  includes  Civic  Center  Plaza,  across  Larkin  Street  to 
the  west  of  the  project  site,  and  United  Nations  Plaza,  east  of  the  project  site 
(occupying  the  Fulton  Street  right-of-way  between  Hyde  and  Market  Streets  and  the 
Leavenworth  Street  right-of-way  between  McAllister  and  Market  Streets).  Fulton 
Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  the  site  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall,  is 
also  designated  for  open  space  in  the  City  Planning  Code,  although  it  is  a  public  street 
with  on-street  parking.  Other  open  areas  include  the  eastern  portion  of  Fox  Plaza  at 
Market  and  Hayes  Streets  and  the  plaza  in  front  of  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  at  198 
McAllister  Street  at  Hyde  Street,  diagonally  across  the  intersection  from  the  existing 
Main  Library  and  45  Hyde  Street.  In  the  project  vicinity,  Civic  Center  Plaza  is  the 
only  park  protected  by  the  Sunlight  Ordinance  (Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code). 

Existing  open  space  on  the  project  site  includes  the  landscaped  areas  around  the 
100  Larkin  Street  building  and  the  existing  Main  Library.  The  existing  landscaped 
area  around  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  would  be  eliminated  with  the  project. 

The  proposed  addition  to  the  existing  library  (at  45  Hyde  Street)  represents  a 
conservatively  large  building  envelope,  the  same  height  as  the  existing  building  built 
to  the  proj)erty  line  along  McAllister  and  Hyde  Streets.  No  design  is  yet  available  for 
this  addition./l/ 

Shadow  patterns  for  existing  buildings  in  the  project  area  (including  the  existing 
100  Larkin  Street  building)  and  for  the  proposed  project  (the  New  Main  Library  and  a 
schematic  design  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum's  proposed  addition  to  the  existing 
library)  are  shown  for  10:00  a.m.,  noon  and  3:00  p.m.  for  the  four  seasons:  during 
winter  and  summer  solstices,  when  the  sun  is  at  its  lowest  and  highest,  and  during  the 
spring  and  fall  equinoxes,  when  the  sun  is  at  its  midpoint  (see  Figures  28  to  31,  pp.  102 
to  105).    Conditions  from  June  21  through  December  21  mirtor  the  conditions  from 
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Figure  28 

Project  Shadow  Pattern 
December  21 
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Figure  30 

Project  Shadow  Pattern 
June  21 
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December  21  through  June  21  (using  solar  time).  The  analysis  includes  shadows  cast 
on  streets,  sidewalks,  pedestrian  areas,  and  open  spaces  in  the  area  potentially  affected 
by  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  addition  to  the  existing  library.  Shadow  outlines  of 
these  new  stmctures  as  though  cast  on  the  ground,  without  intervening  buildings,  are 
also  shown  to  illustrate  the  scale  of  the  project  shadow  in  relation  to  the  shadows  cast 
by  structures  that  would  surround  it.  Figures  28  to  3 1  show  existing  building  shadow 
and  net  new  shadow  due  to  the  project.  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets 
is  referred  to  as  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  in  the  following  discussion,  to  assess  impacts 
on  it  as  an  open  space. 

December  21  (PST) 

At  10:00  a.m.  Pacific  Standard  Time  (PST)  on  December  21  (see  Figure  28,  p.  102), 
the  New  Main  Library  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  sidewalks  along  the  east  side  of 
Larkin  Street  and  the  south  side  of  Fulton  Street,  as  well  as  to  the  open  space  setback 
areas  along  these  sides  of  the  proposed  library  building.  New  shadow  would  extend 
into  Larkin  Street,  would  shade  most  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  and  would  shade  about 
half  of  the  notch  in  the  new  library  building  at  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets.  At  noon,  new 
shadow  would  cover  most  of  the  south  sidewalk  of  Fulton  Street  and  the  open  space  on 
the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  new  library.  Shadow  would  extend  more  than  halfway 
across  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  would  shade  portions  of  the  west  sidewalk  of  Hyde 
Street  (including  all  of  the  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street  notch).  At  3:00  p.m.,  new 
shadow  would  cover  most  of  the  eastem  half  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  extending  in  a 
strip  across  Hyde  Street,  onto  most  of  the  western,  currently  unshaded,  portion  of  U.N. 
Plaza.  Existing  buildings,  including  Fox  Plaza  and  the  CSAA  building  at  100  Van 
Ness,  now  shade  Hyde  Street  and  most  of  U.N.  Plaza  at  this  time.  No  new  shadow 
would  reach  Civic  Center  Plaza  at  10:00  a.m.,  noon,  or  3:00  p.m. 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  addition  to  the  existing  library  (the  Museum  addition)  would 
add  new  shadow  to  McAUister  Street  at  10:00  a.m.,  completing  the  shading  of  the 
street  and  sidewalks  in  the  block  adjacent  to  the  existing  Main  Library.  At  noon,  the 
Museum  addition  would  add  new  shadow  to  McAllister  Street  and  its  north  sidewalk, 
including  the  covered  entrance  in  front  of  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  at  the 
northwest  comer  of  Hyde  and  McAllister  Streets  (200  McAllister  building),  as  well 
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as  the  west  side  of  the  Hyde  Street  sidewalk  there.  At  3:00  p.m.,  the  Museum  addition 
would  cast  new  shadow  across  the  McAllister  Street  /  Hyde  Street  intersection, 
covering  nearly  the  entire  open  elevated  plaza  in  front  of  the  Hastings  College  building 
at  198  McAllister  Street  at  the  northeast  comer  of  this  intersection.  New  shadow 
would  shade  most  of  the  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  this  plaza. 

March  21  (PST) 

At  10:00  a.m.  Pacific  Standard  Time  (PST)  on  March  21  (see  Figure  29,  p.  103),  the 
New  Main  Library  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  sidewalks  along  the  east  side  of 
Larkin  Street  and  the  south  side  of  Fulton  Street,  as  well  as  to  the  open  space  setback 
areas  along  these  sides  of  the  proposed  library  building.  New  shadow  would  extend 
into  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  into  a  portion  of  the  notch  in  the  new  library  building  at 
Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets.  At  noon,  new  shadow  would  cover  the  open  space  setback 
on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  new  library,  most  of  the  south  sidewalk  of  Fulton 
Street,  and  the  eastem  edge  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  New  shadow  would  cover  most 
of  the  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street  notch.  At  3:00  p.m.,  new  shadow  would  cover  most 
of  the  south  sidewalk  of  Fulton  Street  and  would  reach  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  New 
shadow  would  cover  the  west  sidewalk  of  Hyde  Street  (including  the 
Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street  notch)  and  would  extend  across  the  street  to  the  Orpheum 
Theater,  covering  most  of  the  east  sidewalk.  No  new  shadow  would  reach  Civic 
Center  Plaza  at  10:00  a.m.,  noon,  or  3:00  p.m. 

The  Museum  addition  would  add  new  shadow  to  McAllister  Street  and  a  section  of  the 
south  sidewalk  at  10:00  a.m.  At  noon,  it  would  add  new  shadow  to  McAllister  Street 
and  its  north  sidewalk,  but  would  not  extend  to  the  plaza  in  front  of  the  Hastings 
200  McAllister  building.  There  would  also  be  new  shadow  cast  on  the  south  sidewalk 
of  McAllister  Street  adjacent  to  the  existing  parking  area.  At  3:00  p.m.,  the  Museum 
addition  would  cast  new  shadow  onto  the  McAllister  Street  /  Hyde  Street  intersection 
and  onto  Hyde  Street  and  its  east  sidewalk.  No  new  shadow  would  reach  the  Hastings 
Plaza  or  the  other  open  spaces  at  10:00  a.m.,  noon,  or  3:00  p.m. 

LmcJLL  (PDT) 

At  10:00  a.m.  Pacific  Daylight  Time  (PDT)  on  June  21  (see  Figure  30.  p.  104).  the 
New  Main  Library  would  newly  shade  Larkin  Street  and  add  new  shadow  to  the 
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sidewalk  along  the  east  side  of  LarJdn  Street,  as  well  as  to  the  open  space  setback  areas 
along  the  Larkin  Street  and  Fulton  Street  sides  of  the  proposed  library  building.  New 
shadow  would  reach  the  notch  in  the  building  at  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets.  At  noon, 
new  shadow  would  cover  portions  of  the  open  space  setback  areas  on  the  Larkin  and 
Fulton  Street  sides  of  the  building.  Shadow  would  cover  a  portion  of  the 
Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street  notch.  At  3:00  p.m.,  new  shadow  would  cover  a  portion  of 
the  Fulton  Street  setback  of  the  new  library,  would  cover  part  of  the  west  sidewalk  of 
Hyde  Street  (including  the  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street  notch)  and  would  extend  part  of 
the  way  across  Hyde  Street.  No  new  shadow  would  reach  Civic  Center  Plaza  at  10:00 
a.m.,  noon,  or  3:00  p.m. 

The  Museum  addition  would  add  new  shadow  to  a  strip  of  McAllister  Street  and  a 
section  of  the  south  sidewalk  at  10:00  a.m.  At  noon,  it  would  add  new  shadow  to 
McAllister  Street  and  the  south  sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  existing  parking  area.  At 
3:00  p.m.,  the  Museum  addition  would  cast  new  shadow  onto  portions  of  McAllister 
and  Hyde  Streets  and  a  section  of  the  south  sidewalk  of  McAllister  Street.  No  new 
shadow  would  reach  Hastings  Plaza  or  the  other  open  spaces  at  10:00  a.m.,  noon,  or 
3:00  p.m.. 

September  21  (PDT) 

At  10:00  a.m.  Pacific  Daylight  Time  (PDT)  on  September  21  (see  Figure  31,  p.  105), 
the  New  Main  Library  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  sidewalks  along  the  east  side  of 
Larkin  Street  and  the  south  side  of  Fulton  Street,  as  well  as  to  the  open  space  setbacks 
along  these  sides  of  the  proposed  library.  New  shadow  would  extend  into  both  Larkin 
Street  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  and  would  cover  part  of  the  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton 
Street  notch.  At  noon,  new  shadow  would  cover  a  portion  of  the  open  space  setback 
on  the  Larkin  Street  side  of  the  building  and  would  cover  most  of  the  south  sidewalk  of 
Fulton  Street  and  extend  into  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  as  weU  as  cover  most  of  the  open 
space  setback  on  this  side  of  the  building.  Shadow  would  cover  most  of  the  notch  in 
the  new  library  building.  At  3:00  p.m.,  new  shadow  would  cover  most  of  the  open 
space  setback  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  new  library,  most  of  the  south  sidewalk 
on  Fulton  Street,  and  reach  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  New  shadow  would  cover  the  west 
sidewalk  of  Hyde  Street  (including  the  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street  notch)  and  would 
extend  part  of  the  way  across  Hyde  Street.  No  new  shadow  would  reach  Civic  Center 
Plaza  at  10:00  a.m.,  noon,  or  3:00  p.m. 
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The  Museum  addition  would  add  new  shadow  to  McAllister  Street,  a  section  of  the 
south  sidewalk,  and  part  of  the  north  sidewalk,  resulting  in  nearly  complete  shading  on 
the  block  of  McAllister  Street  adjacent  to  the  existing  library,  at  10:00  a.m.  At  noon, 
the  Museum  addition  would  add  new  shadow  to  McAllister  Street  and  the  south 
sidewalk  adjacent  to  the  existing  parking  area  and  could  extend  to  the  north  sidewalk. 
At  3:00  p.m.,  the  Museum  addition  would  cast  new  shadow  onto  the 
McAllister  Street  /  Hyde  Street  intersection  and  onto  portions  of  McAllister  and  Hyde 
Streets.  No  new  shadow  would  reach  the  Hastings  Plaza  or  the  other  open  spaces  at 
10:00  a.m.,  noon,  or  3:00  p.m. 

Open  Space 

The  shadow  studies  show  that  the  New  Main  Library  would  add  new  shadow  to  Civic 
Center  Plaza  in  the  morning  and  to  United  Nations  Plaza  in  the  aftemoon  hours.  The 
building  would  add  shadow  to  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  throughout  the  day. 
The  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  addition  to  the  existing  Main  Library  would  not  cast 
additional  shadows  on  or  newly  shade  any  of  these  three  public  open  spaces.  It  would 
add  new  shadow  on  the  elevated  plaza  in  front  of  the  Hastings  College  of  the  Law 
building  at  198  McAllister  Street,  as  discussed  above.  United  Nations  Plaza  and 
Hastings  Plaza  are  shown  in  Figure  32.  The  area  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  is 
shown  in  Figure  13,  p.  60.  Civic  Center  Plciza  is  shown  in  Figure  16,  p.  88.  Shadow 
impacts  on  these  public  open  spaces  are  discussed  in  more  detail  below. 

Civic  Center  Plaza 

Shadows  from  the  new  library  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  generally  similar  to 
shadows  cast  by  the  existing  library  building  in  overall  coverage  and  duration 
(although  they  would  be  cast  further  to  the  south),  with  the  greatest  effect  on  the  plaza 
in  the  early  mornings  throughout  the  year.  At  approximately  one  hour  after  sunrise 
year-round  (from  7:00  a.m.  in  June  to  8:30  a.m.  in  December),  maximum  new 
shadows  cast  by  the  New  Main  Library  would  cover  up  to  approximately  30  percent  of 
the  plaza,  at  which  time  existing  buildings  shade  up  to  approximately  an  additional 
15  percent  of  the  plaza./2/  The  extent  of  project  shadow  coverage  would  decrease  over 
a  period  of  about  one-and-one-half  hours,  leaving  the  plaza  by  8:30  a.m.  in  June  and  by 
9:30  a.m.  in  December. 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

Figure  32 

United  Nations  Plaza  and 
Hastings  Plaza  Open  Spaces 
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Fulton  Street  Mall 

Because  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  immediately  north  of  the  project, 
shadows  from  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  reach  the  proposed  Mall  from 
the  end  of  August  through  April.  In  April  and  late  August,  the  project  would  cast 
shadows  on  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  with  coverage  up  to  a  maximum  of  about 
10  percent  during  the  middle  of  the  day,  with  no  existing  shadow.  In  March  and 
September,  the  project  shadows  would  cover  a  maximum  of  about  15  percent  of  the 
mall  during  the  middle  of  the  day,  while  existing  buildings  shade  approximately 
25  percent.  At  noon  in  both  March  and  September,  new  project  shadows  would  cover 
approximately  10  percent  of  the  mall,  while  existing  buildings  do  not  contribute  to  this 
coverage.  The  greatest  coverage  would  occur  from  October  to  February,  when,  in 
early  morning,  project  shadows  would  increase  the  existing  shadow  coverage,  which  is 
about  50  percent  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  to  near  complete  shading.  At  noon  during 
these  months,  while  existing  buildings  do  not  shade  the  mall,  new  shadow  from  the 
New  Main  Library  would  cover  from  about  25  percent  to  about  50  percent  of  the  mall, 
with  the  maximum  occurring  in  December.  By  late  afternoon,  new  shadow  would 
diininish  to  approximately  one-fourth  coverage  of  the  mall,  while  existing  buildings 
shade  approximately  one-half. 

United  Nations  Plaza 

Project  shadows  would  reach  the  United  Nations  Plaza  in  the  afternoon  hours  from  late 
September  through  March.  Shadows  from  existing  buildings  occur  during  all  times 
when  project  shadows  would  reach  the  plaza;  the  project  would  add  to  the  total  shadow 
coverage.  Project  shadow  would  typically  reach  the  plaza  at  around  2:00  p.m.  to 
3:00  p.m.  (times  when  existing  shadows  cover  one-fourth  to  one-half  of  the  plaza),  and 
would  reach  its  maximum  coverage  at  around  4:00  p.m.  The  maximum  extent  of  new 
shadow  coverage  would  occur  in  late  aftemoon  in  December,  when  project  shadows 
would  increase  the  existing  approximate  65  percent  coverage  to  complete  coverage  of 
the  plaza. 

Hastings  Plaza 

The  proposed  Asiiui  Art  Museum  addition  to  the  existing  Main  Library  building  would 
add  new  shadow  to  the  Hastings  Plaza  in  the  aftemoon  during  the  months  of  October 
through  February.  Project  shadows  would  typically  reach  the  plaza  at  around 
1 :30  p.m.  to  3:00  p.m.  The  maximum  extent  of  new  shadow  coverage  would  occur 
after  3:00  p.m.  during  October  through  March,  reaching  a  maximum  coverage  of  about 
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85  percent  at  a  time  when  existing  shadow  would  cover  the  remainder.  By  late 
aftemoon  during  those  months,  the  existing  Main  Library  would  shade  most  of  the 
plaza;  the  addition  would  not  create  new  shadow. 

The  Sunlight  Ordinance 

In  June  1984,  the  voters  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  approved 
Proposition  K,  the  Sunlight  Ordinance  (City  Planning  Code  Section  295)  prohibiting 
the  issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  that  would  shade  property  under  the 
jurisdiction  of,  or  designated  to  be  acquired  by,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
unless  the  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  determine  that  such 
shade  would  have  an  insignificant  adverse  impact  on  the  use  of  such  property. 

In  February  1989,  the  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  adopted 
shadow  criteria  for  all  15  parks  in  the  Greater  Downtown  Area.  These  districts  have 
the  greatest  potential  for  new  shadow  on  parks  because  of  the  permitted  height  limits. 
The  commissions:  1)  set  an  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  new  shadow  for  each  open 
space;  2)  (where  new  shadow  is  allowable):  projected  individual  building  impacts  and 
allocated  a  portion  of  the  additional  allowable  shadow  among  specific  projects,  within 
the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit;  and  3)  set  forth  qualitative  criteria  for  new  shadow. 
The  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  is  one  percent  additional 
shadow-foot-hours  per  year.  This  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  anticipated  and 
provided  for  a  New  Main  Library  approximately  80  feet  in  height  with  full  site 
coverage  on  the  Marshall  Square  site.  The  shadow  cast  by  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library,  which  would  be  set  back  on  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets,  as  discussed  on  p.  109, 
would  not  exceed  that  limit./3/  New  shadow  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum  addition 
would  not  shade  Civic  Center  Plaza  at  anytime  of  the  year  due  to  intervening  buildings. 

Figure  33  shows  the  maximum  extent  of  shadow  generated  by  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  as  though  cast  on  the  ground  without  intervening  structures.  This  shadow 
trace  includes  all  areas  that  could  be  shaded  by  the  New  Main  Library  during  the  hours 
when  the  Sunlight  Ordinance  applies:  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour 
before  sunset,  year  round.  The  shadows  of  greatest  length  (i.e.,  those  which  extend 
across  much  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  United  Nations  Plaza)  would  occur  when  the 
sun  was  relatively  low  in  the  sky,  during  early  moming  and  late  aftemoon  hours. 
Figure  34,  p.  1 14,  similarly  shows  the  shadow  trace  for  the  proposed  addition  to  the 
existing  library  building. 
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NOTES  -  Shadow 

/I/    Based  on  William  Tumbull  Associates,  Asian  Art  Museum  -  Main  Public  Library 
Building:  A  Feasibility  Study,  April  1988. 

/2/    Sunrise  occurs  at  approximately  6:00  a.m.  PDT  in  June  and  7:30  a.m.  PST  in  December. 

/3/    Ahmadi,  Rana,  Planner,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Plarming,  telephone 
conversation,  October  11,  1991. 

WIND/1/ 

Tlie  City  Planning  Code  Section  148,  Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Currents  in 
C-3  (Downtown  Commercial)  Districts,  requires  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to 
cause  ground-level  wind  currents  to  exceed,  more  than  10  percent  of  the  time,  1 1  mph 
in  substantial  pedestrian  use  areas,  and  7  mph  in  public  seating  areas.  Similarly,  the 
City  Planning  Code  requires  that  buildings  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach 
or  exceed  the  hazard  level  of  26  mph  for  a  single  full  hour  of  the  year,  or  0.01%  of  the 
time.  The  wind  ordinance  is  defined  in  terms  of  equivalent  wind  speed,  an  average 
wind  speed  (mean  velocity)  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of  gustiness  and 
turbulence./2/  The  project  site  is  located  in  a  Public  Use  (P)  District  in  which  the  City 
Planning  Code  wind  requirements  do  not  apply.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis, 
however,  the  project  is  examined  in  relation  to  the  7  mph  and  1 1  mph  comfort  criteria 
and  the  26  mph  hazard  criterion. 

Wind-tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  the  project  setting  in  its  existing  condition;  the 
project  (New  Main  Library  and  addition  to  existing  library)  in  the  existing  setting 
(existing  plus  project  conditions);  and  the  project  and  potential  development  in  the 
existing  setting  (project  plus  potential  development).  Forty-three  test  locations  were 
studied  for  these  three  scenarios  for  the  four  prevailing  wind  directions:  northwest, 
west-northwest,  west,  and  southwest.  These  wind  conditions  are  the  most  common  in 
San  Francisco,  and  are  therefore  the  most  representative  for  evaluation  of  the  proposed 
building.  All  measurements  were  taken  at  the  same  series  of  surface  points  around  the 
project  site  for  all  test  configurations  and  wind  directions  included  in  testing.  (See 
pp.  A.48  and  A. 49) 

Twelve  of  the  forty-three  test  locations  corresponded  to  representative  outdoor  seating 
locations:  five  locations  in  or  near  Civic  Center  Plaza  (test  locations  10,  11,  12,  16, 
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and  17);  five  locations  in  United  Nations  Plaza  (test  locations  8,  9,  15,  21,  and  22);  and 
two  locations  on  Fulton  Street  (test  locations  13  and  14)  between  Hyde  and  Larkin 
Streets  (the  site  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  MaU).  The  remaining  test  locations  are 
considered  pedestrian  areas. 

The  locations  of  the  measurement  points  and  the  results  of  the  wind-tunnel  study  for 
compliance  with  the  comfort  and  hazard  criteria  are  summarized  in  Appendix  C, 
Figure  C-1,  p.A.48,  and  Table  C-1,  p.A.49./3/  Throughout  the  following  discussion 
the  wind  speeds  reported  refer  to  the  equivalent  wind  speeds  that  would  be  exceeded 
10%  of  the  time,  and  about  0.01%  of  the  time  when  referring  to  the  hazard  criterion. 

The  existing  wind  environment  in  the  site  vicinity  is  considered  relatively  windy,  with 
every  measured  existing  seating  location  (12  locations)  exceeding  the  7-mph  outdoor 
seating  criterion,  and  29  of  the  43  test  locations  exceeding  the  11-mph 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion,  including  9  of  the  locations  that  also  exceed  the  7  mph 
criterion.  Wind  speeds  in  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Fulton  Street 
(the  proposed  mall)  seating  areas  range  from  8  to  17  mph,  while  wind  speeds  in 
pedestrian  areas  range  from  7  to  21  mph.  Sidewalk  locations  on  Market  Street  at 
Hayes  and  Polk  Streets,  at  Fox  Plaza,  (test  locations  38,  41  and  42)  exceed  the  26-mph 
hazard  criterion  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year.  Wind  speeds  at  the  Eighth  and 
Market  Streets  intersection  range  from  10  to  17  mph.  Generally,  existing  wind  speeds 
around  the  perimeter  of  the  New  Main  Library  site,  occupied  by  the  100  Larkin  Street 
building,  range  from  7  to  16  mph. 

Project  Impacts 

The  project  wind  environment  would  be  about  the  same  or  slightly  improved,  overall, 
compared  with  existing  conditions.  Wind  speeds  would  generally  change  by  one  to 
two  mph  with  the  project.  The  project  would  cause  two  new  exceedences  of  the 
11-mph  pedestrian  criterion,  would  increase  winds  at  one  location  by  4  mph,  and 
would  decrease  winds  at  four  locations  by  4  to  6  mph.  The  new  exceedences  would 
occur  in  United  Nations  Plaza  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  old  Federal  Building  (an 
increase  from  11  to  12  mph)  and  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  Civic  Auditorium  (an 
increase  from  1 1  to  13  mph).  At  the  northeast  comer  of  the  New  Main  Library,  wind 
speeds  would  increase  from  13  to  17  mph. 
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Compared  with  existing  conditions,  wind  speeds  with  the  project  in  place  would 
decrease  at  17  locations,  increase  at  8  locations,  and  remain  the  same  at  18  locations. 
Winds  in  the  seating  areas  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza,  and  the 
proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  continue  to  exceed  the  7-mph  seating  criterion; 
however,  the  {percentage  of  time  the  criterion  was  exceeded  would  decrease  at  10  of 
the  12  representative  seating  locations  studied.  Wind  speeds  in  the  pedestrian  areas 
would  range  from  6  to  21  mph,  compared  to  7  to  21  mph  with  existing  conditions.  The 
three  sidewalk  locations  on  Market  Street  at  Hayes  and  Polk  Streets  would  continue  to 
exceed  26  mph  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year. 

Generally,  wind  speeds  around  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  site  would  range  from 
9  to  17  mph.  Two  locations  on  Grove  Street  and  three  locations  east  of  the  New 
Library  block  along  Hyde  Street  would  decrease  to  meet  the  1 1-mph  criterion.  Wind 
speeds  at  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  would  range  from  6  to  16  mph, 
thus  improving  as  compared  to  the  existing  conditions  of  10  to  17  mph. 

Overall,  26  of  the  43  locations  included  in  the  wind-tunnel  test  would  experience 
winds  exceeding  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion,  three  fewer  than  with 
existing  conditions.  The  project  would  not  cause  any  new  exceedences  of  the  26-mph 
hazard  criterion. 

Project  plus  Potential  Development 

This  scenario  considered  the  project  in  the  context  of  potential  future  development  to 
the  north  and  northwest  of  the  project  site.  Approximate  maximum  building  envelopes 
of  proposed  or  potential  development  at  450  McAllister  Street  (City  offices),  600  and 
650  Van  Ness  Avenue  (residential-retail),  and  the  block  bounded  by  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  and  McAllister,  Larkin.  and  Hyde  Streets  (Hastings  College  of  the  Law)  were 
included  in  this  scenario.  Appendix  C,  pp.  A.41-A.49,  outlines  the  assumptions  used 
tor  testing  these  proposed  developments. 

TTie  wind  environment  of  the  project  plus  potential  development  would  be  similar  to 
that  of  existing-plus-project  conditions,  with  wind  speeds  increasing  or  decreasing  by 
no  more  than  one  to  two  mph  from  sf)eeds  measured  for  the  project.  Compared  with 
the  existing  setting,  wind  speeds  would  decrease  at  22  locations,  increase  at  9 
locations,  and  retriain  the  same  at  12  locations.  Winds  at  1 1  of  the  seating  area 
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locations  in  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza,  and  the  proposed  Fulton  Street 
MaU  would  continue  to  exceed  the  7-mph  seating  criterion;  one  location  at  the 
entrance  to  City  Hall  would  decrease  from  8  to  7  mph,  thus  meeting  the  7-mph  seating 
criterion.  The  percentage  of  time  the  criterion  was  exceeded  would  decrease  at  six  of 
the  remaining  11  sites,  would  remain  the  same  at  three  sites,  and  would  increase  at  two 
sites.  Wind  speeds  in  the  pedestrian  areas  would  continue  to  range  from  6  to  21  mph. 
The  three  locations  near  Polk,  Hayes  and  Market  Streets  would  continue  to  exceed 
26  mph  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year. 


Overall,  25  of  the  total  43  locations  included  in  this  scenario  would  experience  winds 
exceeding  the  11 -mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion,  four  less  than  under  existing 
conditions  and  one  less  than  under  the  project.  No  new  exceedences  of  the  hazard 
criterion  would  occur  with  the  project  plus  potential  development. 


NOTES  -  Wind 

/I/    This  section  is  based  on  a  study  entitled  Wind-Tunnel  Test  of  the  San  Francisco  Main 
Library  Project,  August  1,  1991,  prepared  by  Bruce  R.  White,  Ph.D.,  for  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Inc.  A  summary  of  the  study  is  included  in  Appendix  C,  pp. 
A.41-A.49;  the  complete  report  is  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco, 
CA. 

Ill    Equivalent  mean  wind  speed  incorporates  the  effects  of  gustiness  or  turbulence  on 
pedestrians  and  is  defined  as  the  mean  wind  multiplied  by  the  quantity  (one  plus  three 
times  the  turbulence  intensity)  divided  by  1.45. 

/3/    Table  C-1,  p.  A.49,  presents  all  measured  10%  exceeded  speeds  for  the  43  test  locations 
for  each  of  the  three  test  scenarios.  The  percentage  of  time  that  the  11 -mph  criterion  is 
exceeded  is  shown  for  all  locations  where  an  exceedence  was  measured.  The  percentage 
of  time  that  the  7-mph  criterion  is  exceed  is  shown  only  for  the  12  outdoor  seating 
locations  and  potential  seating  locations.  Measured  exceedences  of  the  26-mph  hazard 
criterion  are  presented  in  hours  per  year  of  exceedence.  Figure  C-1,  p.  A.48,  provides  a 
graphic  representation  of  the  test  locations. 
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D.  TRANSPORTATION 

CUMULATIVE  CONTEXT 
Introduction 

The  transportation  sections  of  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Area  Plan  EIRs 
address  various  regional  transportation  impacts  in  2000  (the  Mission  Bay  EIR  also 
analyzes  transportation  impacts  in  2020).  The  Mission  Bay  transportation  impact 
analyses  evaluate  travel  generated  by  Mission  Bay  in  the  context  of  growth  in  travel 
projected  for  the  rest  of  the  City  and  Bay  Area.  The  South  of  Market  analyses  do  the 
same  for  that  area.  It  is  growth  in  the  City  and  region  that  would  result  in  the  greatest 
impact  on  most  of  the  transportation  systems  studied. 

Using  slightly  different  analysis  methodologies,  the  two  EIRs  employ  the  same  basic 
screenline  approach  to  study  regional  transportation  impacts  of  San  Francisco 
employment  growth.  Results  differ  somewhat,  based  on  the  differences  in  forecasting 
techniques,  but  generally  by  less  than  five  to  ten  percent;  this  difference  is  well  within 
the  range  of  accuracy  of  ten  year  forecasts.  Therefore,  the  two  sets  of  results  are 
compatible.  This  summary  of  cumulative  transportation  effects  will  report  largely 
from  the  Mission  Bay  EIR,  with  South  of  Market  EIR  results  included  where  there  is 
notable  relevant  information. 

In  summary,  both  EIRs  show  that  by  2000,  congested  highway  conditions  would  result 
in  a  shift  from  autos  to  higher  use  of  transit  and  ridesharing  by  travelers  from  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity,  which  includes  the  project  site.  The  East  Bay  would  be  the 
most  congested  corridor,  the  Peninsula  would  be  the  least.  By  2020,  travel  demand 
would  exceed  the  capacity  of  regional  transportation  systems.  To  serve  regional 
growth,  expanded  transit  and  freeway  systems  would  be  required. 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  and  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  are  expected  to  be 
completed  and  occupied  by  the  year  1998;  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall 
would  be  completed  by  2000.  Tlierefore,  the  impacts  of  the  project  and  its 
contribution  to  cumulative  transportation  impacts  would  occur  primarily  in  the 
198*)-2000  context.  The  information  from  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  for  2020  was  prepared 
for  the  purposes  of  analyzing  full  buildout  impacts  of  Mission  Bay  in  a  proper 
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cumulative  context,  and  is  more  speculative  and  subject  to  change.  It  is  presented  for 
the  reader's  information. 

The  Analysis  Years 

The  Mission  Bay  EIR  analysis  includes  studies  of  transportation  conditions  in  the  year 
2000,  and,  in  order  to  account  for  buildout  of  the  Mission  Bay  planning  area,  in  the 
year  2020.  Analyses  for  the  1985-2000  timeframe  can  rely  on  reasonably  confident 
estimates  of  regional  transportation  capacity  improvements  as  defined  by  the  regional 
agencies'  highway  and  transit  planners.  There  are  no  regional  transportation  plans  or 
policies  for  2020.  Therefore,  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  uses  a  different  approach  for  this 
longer-term  analysis.  For  the  2020  analysis,  rather  than  reporting  the  impacts  of  future 
travel  on  transportation  systems  as  is  the  analytical  approach  for  2000,  the  estimates  of 
2020  travel  conditions  use  the  transportation  system  capacities  developed  for  2000  as  a 
base  and  identify  the  types  of  transportation  improvements  likely  to  be  necessary  to 
serve  growth  in  travel  between  2000  and  2020. 

Effects  of  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake 

While  many  of  the  downtown  streets  and  intersections  have  experienced  changes  in 
traffic  volumes  as  a  result  of  closure  of  damaged  freeway  segments,  most  of  them  are 
expected  to  be  only  temporary.  As  freeway  repairs  are  completed,  traffic  is  expected 
to  return  to  its  pre-quake  pattems.  Although  not  all  repair  plans  have  been  finalized,  it 
has  been  necessary  to  make  certain  assumptions  about  the  transportation  system  that 
would  be  in  place  by  the  year  2000  to  provide  a  reasonable  assessment  of  future 
conditions.  The  following  two  future  scenarios  were  the  basis  for  the  transportation 
analysis: 

•      Freeway  Down  Scenario  A.  The  Embarcadero  Freeway  (and  the  Washington  and 
Clay  Street  ramps)  are  assumed  to  be  removed  and  replaced  with  a  surface 
roadway.  This  roadway  would  be  readily  accessible  from  intersecting  streets, 
similar  to  what  will  occur  once  all  freeway  demolition  is  completed,  and  all 
roadway  obstructions  removed.  Given  this  level  of  access,  this  surface  roadway 
scenario  would  provide  substantially  less  travel  capacity  than  that  of  the  elevated 
freeway.  The  Mission  Street  /  Meiin  Street  and  Mission  Street  /  Beale  Street 
ramps,  or  a  comparable  facility,  may  or  may  not  be  restored  at  its  pre-earthquake 
location.  The  section  of  1-280  between  the  U.S.  101  interchange  and  Army  Street 
are  assumed  to  be  repaired  or  replaced  with  facilities  of  comparable 
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capacity.  U.S.  101  ramps  at  Turk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  are  assumed  to 
be  demolished.  While  no  definitive  replacement  facility,  if  any.  has  been 
selected,  the  effects  of  this  demolition  are  expected  to  be  limited  to  some 
alteration  of  local  traffic  patterns  in  ^he  general  vicinity  of  Market  Street  and 
South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  the  Civic  Center. 

The  primary  effect  of  this  scenario  would  be  that  traffic  patterns  on 
San  Francisco's  local  street  system  that  served  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  operate 
and  would  operate  differently  in  the  future  than  before  the  earthquake;  cumulative 
travel  impacts  as  they  would  affect  the  regional  highway  screenlines  reponed  in 
the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIR  analyses  may  be  the  same  or  possibly 
lower  to  the  extent  access  to  freeway  screenlines  is  delayed  by  longer  travel  times 
associated  with  surface  street  travel.  Therefore,  the  "Regional  Travel"  discussion 
below  regarding  impacts  on  highways  would  still  be  applicable,  if  not  an 
overstatement  of  cumulative  impacts  on  the  regional  highway  system  serving 
San  Francisco./l/ 

Freeway  Down  Scenario  B  -  Limited  Access.  This  scenario  also  assumes 
demolition  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  and  the  Washington  and  Clay  Street 
ramps.  This  scenario  is  reflective  of  the  type  of  travel  thoroughfare  forwarded  for 
further  study  by  Mayor  Agnos.  This  replacement  roadway  may  or  may  not 
include  subterranean  segments,  but  would  have  more  limited  access  (i.e.  fewer 
access  points  to  The  Embarcadero)  than  the  Freeway  Down  Scenario  A  surface 
roadway  described  in  the  preceding  paragraphs.  The  result  of  this  limited  access 
would  be  that  the  roadway  would  have  a  higher  travel  capacity  (because  there 
would  be  fewer  access  points  to  impede  through  traffic)  than  the  Freeway  Down 
Scenario  A;  capacity  of  this  limited  access  scenario,  however,  may  still  be 
somewhat  lower  than  that  formerly  provided  by  the  elevated  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  The  Mission  Street  /  Main  Street  and  Mission  Street  /  Beale  Street 
ramps  may  or  may  not  be  restored  at  its  pre-earthquake  location.  The  section  of 
1-280  between  the  U.S.  101  interchange  and  Army  Street  were  assumed  to  be 
repaired  or  replaced  with  facilities  of  comparable  capacity.  U.S.  101  ramps  at 
Turk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  are  assumed  to  be  demolished.  While  no 
definitive  replacement  facility,  if  any,  has  been  selected,  the  effects  of  this 
demolition  are  expected  to  be  limited  to  some  alteration  of  local  traffic  patterns  in 
the  general  vicinity  of  Market  Street  and  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  the  Civic 
Center. 

Because  it  is  assumed  the  travel  capacity  of  this  replacement  scenario  would 
approach  that  formerly  provided  by  the  Embarcadero  Freeway,  future  travel 
conditions  at  the  highway  and  transit  screenlines  reported  in  the  Mission  Bay  and 
South  of  Market  EIR  analyses  would  continue  to  be  applicable  for  describing 
cumulative  impacts. 

Regional  Travel 

Regional  travel  was  analyzed  for  each  of  the  three  major  approaches  to  San  Francisco: 

the  North  Bay  via  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge;  the  East  Bay  via  the 

San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge;  and  the  Peninsula  via  the  U.S.  101  and  1-280 

freeways. 
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The  regional  travel  forecasts  assume  that  where  severe  congestion  is  projected  for  the 
highway  system  and  where  parallel  transit  and  ridesharing  systems  are  available, 
travelers  would  choose  to  shift  from  their  autos  to  fill  the  capacity  available  in  transit 
and  ridesharing  systems.  Those  shifts  are  assumed  to  be  made  by  travelers  from  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity  only,  because  they  would  have  more  transit  and  ridesharing 
options  than  travelers  from  other  parts  of  the  City  or  region.  The  shift  to  transit  and 
ridesharing  would  be  greatest  for  travel  to  the  East  Bay,  somewhat  less  to  the 
North  Bay,  and  none  would  be  expected  for  travelers  to  the  Peninsula  by  2000. 
(Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  U,  pp.  VI.E.76-79;  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR,  pp.  109  -  112, 
C-38-40). 

Growth  in  the  entire  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  including  the  South  of  Market  and 
Mission  Bay,  and  the  rest  of  the  region  would  be  the  primary  source  of  travelers  trying 
to  cross  the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges,  and  to  use  the  U.S.  101  and  1-280  freeways 
at  peak  hours.  (Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  H,  pp.  VI.E.71-83;  South  of  Market  EIR, 
pp.  C-46-47.) 

North  Bay  Corridor 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIRs  found  that  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  and  its 
approaches  operated  with  moderate  congestion  (driving  speeds  of  about  35  to  45  mph) 
in  peak  hours  in  1985.  By  2000,  heavy  congestion  on  the  bridge  (a  driving  speed  of 
about  30  mph)  would  last  about  two  hours  during  the  p.m.  commute  period  if 
additional  transit  capacity  between  downtown  and  the  North  Bay  were  provided,  and  a 
substantial  shift  from  autos  to  transit  and  ridesharing  were  made  by  travelers  from  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity.  If  no  shift  from  1985  transit  use  levels  were  to  occur,  the 
period  of  heavy  congestion  on  the  Bridge  would  last  for  about  four  hours  in  2000. 

Golden  Gate  Transit  indicates  that  it  would  be  able  to  increase  its  bus  and  ferry 
capacity  between  Downtown  and  the  North  Bay  by  2000  in  response  to  the  demand 
generated.  Golden  Gate  Bus  ridership  would  almost  double,  with  projected  Levels  of 
Service  (LOS)  of  D  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  LOS  C  during  the  p.m.  peak  period. 
Golden  Gate  ferry  ridership  would  grow  by  about  60  percent  from  1985  to  2000  and 
operate  at  LOS  B  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  period.  Ridesharing  is  projected  to 
increase  by  7  percent  to  15  percent  between  1985  and  2000  in  the  North  Bay. 
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By  the  year  2020,  heavy  congestion  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  could  last  about 
four  hours,  assuming  the  levels  of  transit  and  ridesharing  used  in  2000,  if  there  were  no 
additional  transportation  improvements  between  2000  and  2020.  The  Mission  Bay 
EIR  indicates  that,  by  that  time,  the  need  to  consider  major  new  transportation 
infrastructure  and  transit  systems  will  have  become  apparent.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR 
provides  examples  to  illustrate  the  magnitude  of  improvements  that  could  be 
necessary;  those  mitigation  measures  therefore  are  not  prescriptive,  but  indicative  of 
the  level  of  investment  required  to  respond  to  future  travel  demand,  which  would 
require  in-depth  review  and  analysis  in  the  next  phase  of  regional  transportation 
planning.  Those  mitigation  measures  include  adding  a  second  deck  to  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  to  provide  transbay  capacity  for  new  bus  and  carpool  lanes,  or  a  light-rail  line, 
either  of  which  would  extend  between  downtown  San  Francisco  and  Sonoma  County. 
(Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  U,  pp.  VI.E.31-34,  39,  41,  71-92,  94-125,  129-134,  214-215, 
and  225-226;  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  pp.  98-105,  and  111-124.) 

East  Bay  Corridor 

There  currently  is  virtually  no  room  for  additional  vehicle  traffic  on  the  eastbound 
Bay  Bridge  approaches  between  4:00  p.m.  and  6:00  p.m.  While  the  growth  in  travel 
demand  on  the  Bay  Bridge  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  could  be  served  by  shifting 
those  commuters  from  autos  to  transit  and  increased  ridesharing,  trips  to  or  from  other 
areas  of  the  region  generally  are  not  well  served  by  transit  and  would  continue  to  be 
made  primarily  in  private  vehicles. 

Even  with  the  substantial  shift  to  transit  and  ridesharing  assumed  in  the  analysis  for 
travelers  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  the  Bay  Bridge  would  operate  at  capacity  for 
about  4.5  hours  in  2000,  resulting  in  severe  congestion  on  the  San  Francisco 
approaches  to  the  bridge,  travel  speeds  of  less  than  30  miles  per  hour,  and  heavy 
congestion  on  the  bridge  itself  every  weekday  aftemoon.  Were  the  shift  to  transit  and 
ridesharing  from  1985  levels  not  to  occur,  the  f)eriod  of  severe  congestion  in  2000 
would  extend  for  more  than  5.5  hours. 

By  2()()().  the  numbers  and  proportion  of  commuters  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  on 
BART  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  would  be  substantially  higher.  The  number  of  trips 
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on  AC  Transit  would  increase  by  about  65  percent  based  on  the  service  available  and 
the  need  to  accommodate  some  riders  that  would  otherwise  use  BART  if  ridership 
conditions  were  less  crowded  by  2000. 

The  ratio  of  passengers  to  seats  on  BART  would  increase  from  1.30  in  1985  to  1.63  in 
2000  (LOS  F).  AC  Transit  ridership  would  increase  from  0.85  passengers  per  seat  in 
1985  to  1.30  in  2000  (LOS  E).  The  capacity  of  BART  is  based  on  the  maximum 
capacity  of  BART's  computer  system  to  track  trains.  The  crowding  projected  for 
BART  could  not  be  fully  mitigated  during  the  peak  period  because  of  the  system's 
technical  operating  limits. 

An  increase  of  seven  percent  in  ridesharing  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  across  the 
Bay  Bridge  is  projected  for  2000.  Even  with  substantial  shifts  to  transit  and 
ridesharing  by  commuters  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  by  2020  severe  congestion 
on  the  Bay  Bridge  and  its  approaches  would  last  for  more  than  five  hours.  The  number 
of  regional  vehicle  trips  which  could  not  be  served  by  the  Bay  Bridge  during  the  p.m. 
peak  period  (4:00  -  6:00  p.m.)  would  grow  from  about  3,100  vehicles  in  2000  to  about 
5,800  in  2020. 

Mitigating  those  levels  of  congestion  would  require  consideration  of  major  changes  to 
the  regional  transbay  transportation  system  connecting  the  West  Bay  and  East  Bay. 
Virtually  all  of  the  concepts  would  require  the  City  to  work  with  MTC,  Caltrans,  and 
local  government  agencies  to  undertake  the  regional  planning  needed  to  expand 
transbay  transportation  capacity.  (Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  n,  pp.  VI.E.31-34,  37-41, 
71-92,  94-124,  126-127, 129-133,  215-216,  and  226-230;  South  of  Market  EIR 
pp.  98-105,  and  111-124.) 

Peninsula  Corridor 

Between  1985  and  2000,  traffic  would  increase  on  U.S.  101  and  Interstate  280,  the 
freeways  serving  the  Peninsula.  However,  there  would  be  less  congestion  on  those 
routes  at  the  San  Mateo  County  Line  than  on  the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges.  Both 
U.S.  101  and  1-280  were  only  moderately  congested  at  the  San  Mateo  County  line  in 
1985.  In  or  near  San  Francisco,  the  capacity  of  local  streets,  U.S.  101,  and  1-280 
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would  be  sufficient  to  handle  future  travel  demand;  the  switch  from  highway  to  transit 
modes  by  Downtown  &  Vicinity  commuters  assumed  for  the  Golden  Gate  and 
Bay  Bridges  would  not  be  required  for  the  routes  serving  the  Peninsula.  The  transit 
analysis  for  2000  and  2020  in  this  regional  corridor  therefore  uses  the  same  amount  of 
transit  capacity  as  in  1985. 

U.S.  101  at  the  San  Mateo  County  line  would  operate  at  capacity  for  about  three  hours 
in  2000,  with  heavy  congestion  and  speeds  of  30  miles  per  hour  occurring  during  that 
afternoon  peak  period.  By  2020,  heavy  congestion  on  U.S.  101  would  last  for  over 
three  afternoon  hours.  1-280  would  operate  with  only  moderate  congestion  at  the 
county  line  in  2000  and  2020  with  speeds  averaging  35  to  45  miles  per  hour 
throughout  the  peak  period.  The  congestion  projected  in  2020  would  be  reduced  if 
commuters  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  chose  to  increase  their  use  of  transit  or 
ridesharing  above  the  1985  levels. 

Transit  ridership  to  the  Peninsula  would  grow,  although  not  to  the  extent  that  transit 
capacity  would  have  to  be  increased  above  the  1985  levels.  In  2000,  the  level  of 
service  on  transit  would  remain  high  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  (LOS  B  or  C  for  all 
carriers),  as  there  would  be  no  system  where  ridership  would  be  greater  than  available 
seats.  Use  of  BART  and  SamTrans  would  grow  by  about  40%  while  CalTrain 
ridership  would  grow  by  just  5%  (assuming  the  CalTrain  station  remains  at  Fourth  and 
Townsend  Streets).  In  2020,  CalTrain,  BART  and  SamTrans  would  carry  even  larger 
loads,  but  would  continue  to  operate  below  capacity  (LOS  B  or  C).  (Mission  Bay  EIR. 
Vol.  n,  pp.  VI.E.31-34,  37-38,  42-43,  61-62,  71-92,  94-124,  127-133,  216-217,  and 
230-231;  South  of  Market  EIR  pp.  98-105,  and  111-124.) 

Regional  Highway  Constraint  Points 

As  a  result  of  growth  in  regional  travel  demand,  the  following  freeway  segments  lying 
beyond  the  screenlines  in  the  transportation  analysis  could  constrain  San  Francisco 
travel:  the  I-80/580/I-880  interchange  in  Oakland;  the  Caldecott  Tunnel  on  State 
Route  24;  1-80  in  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  Counties;  U.S.  101  in  Marin  County;  and 
U.S.  101  south  of  1-380  in  San  Mateo.  (Mission  Bay  EIR.  Vol.  II.  pp.  VI.E.133-140.) 
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Local  Transit  and  Streets 
MUNI 

To  analyze  cumulative  impacts  on  MUNI,  individual  MUNI  routes  were  grouped  on 
the  basis  of  the  location  of  their  alignments  and  stops  into  the  "Northeast," 
"Northwest,"  "Southwest,"  and  "Southeast"  areas  of  San  Francisco,  referred  to  as 
"screenlines."  By  2000,  ridership  would  generally  be  accommodated  on  the  MUNI 
screenlines.  Slight  overcrowding  (LOS  E)  would  occur  on  the  Northwest  screenline 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  and  on  the  Northeast  screenline  during  the  p.m.  peak 
period.  However,  by  2020,  aU  but  the  Southwest  screenline  would  be  operating 
beyond  MUNI's  load  standard  (an  overall  average  of  1.25  passengers  per  seat). 
Additional  service  required  could  include  new  light  rail  service  to  the  Geary  Boulevard 
corridor  to  the  northwest,  and  to  the  Bayshore  corridor  ui  the  southeast  area  of  the 
City.  (Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  H,  pp.  VI.E.34-35,  93-99, 103-104,  114-124, 129-133, 
217,  and  231;  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR,  pp.  98-102,  112-117,  C-19-21,  and  C-37.) 

Local  Streets 


The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  EIRs  assumed  the  transportation  network  that 
existed  before  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  to  be  in  place  in  the  future.  The  following 
discussion  is  based  on  that  assumption,  modified  to  account  for  the  fact  that  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway  is  being  demolished. 

Severe  congestion  would  continue  to  occur  in  both  2000  and  2020  on  several  of  the 
James  Lick  (1-80)  freeway  approaches  in  the  South  of  Market  Area.  Those  streets  and 
freeway  ramps  serve  traffic  destined  for  the  Bay  Bridge  and  Peninsula.  Several  of 
those  streets  are  heavily  congested  now.  The  number  of  severely  congested  1-80 
approach  intersections  would  increase  by  2000  and  increase  again  by  2020,  and  this 
congestion  would  be  worse  than  was  projected  by  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of 
Market  EIRs  because  the  roadway  that  eventually  replaces  the  Embarcadero  Freeway 
would  likely  have  less  travel  capacity  than  did  the  elevated  freeway. 
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The  First  /  Harrison  Street,  Fifth  /  Bryant  Street,  and  Sixth  /  Brannan  Street 
intersections  presently  operate  at  LOS  F  and  would  continue  to  do  so  in  the  future. 
Other  intersections  at  or  near  freeway  ramps,  such  as  Fourth  and  Harrison  would 
deteriorate  from  LOS  C  in  1991  to  LOS  E  or  F  in  the  future.  In  particular,  the  queue 
for  the  Fourth  /  Harrison  on-ramp  has  increased  noticeably  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  since 
the  earthquake.  Intersections  near  freeway  ramps  are  often  affected  by  freeway  access 
queues,  as  cars  waiting  to  enter  the  freeway  back  up  to  or  through  these  intersections. 
This  affects  local  traffic  attempting  to  use  streets  in  these  areas.  Some  traffic  will  shift 
and  use  less  congested  routes  in  the  future  as  this  problem  increases.  Continued 
enforcement  of  the  ordinance  passed  in  1987  prohibiting  blocking  an  intersection 
should  help  to  limit  this  problem.  By  2000,  certain  improvements  to  the  local  street 
network  are  planned  to  be  in  place,  which  would  facilitate  traffic  circulation  and 
access  to  1-280  by  travelers  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  As  a  result  of  the  1-280 
Transfer  Concept  Program  and  Mission  Bay  Plan,  King  Street  would  be  improved  to 
function  as  a  major  roadway,  with  new  on-  and  off-ramps  to  1-280.  With  cumulative 
development,  the  new  major  intersections  at  Third  /  King  Streets,  and  Fourth  /  King 
Streets  are  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  D  in  year  2000,  and  LOS  E  and  F  in  2020, 
respectively.  Mitigation  measures  to  provide  for  more  left-turn  lanes  and  towaway 
lanes  during  commute  periods  would  reduce  congestion.  (Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  II, 
pp.  VI.E.,  140-148,  166-175,  200-201,  and  218-219;  South  of  Market  EIR, 
pp.  105-106,  and  124-126.)  It  is  expected  that  operating  conditions  on  other  local 
South  of  Market  streets  and  intersections  not  serving  freeway  ramps  (or  near 
freeway-serving  intersections)  would  continue  to  operate  in  a  generally  free  flowing 
manner  in  the  future,  at  least  to  2000. 

For  the  local  street  system  to  operate  at  the  level  described  above,  there  would  have  to 
be  a  high  level  of  public  transit  use  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity.  In  1985,  about 
55  percent  of  all  aftemoon  peak-hour  outbound  trips  from  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity 
were  on  public  transit.  That  level  of  transit  could  grow  to  about  70  percent  cf  all  trips, 
ba.sed  on  the  increased  capacity  of  transit  systems  expected  to  be  available  by  2000, 
and  the  congestion  levels  estimated  to  occur  in  the  fiiture. 

As  described  on  p.  73  -  74,  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  has  been  demolished.  Given 
this  fact,  the  local  street  system  serving  The  Embarcadero  roadway  will  operate 
differently  than  the  manner  in  which  it  served  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.  Generally, 
queues 
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and  delays  at  intersections  will  be  lengthened  along  the  street  corridors  leading  to 
remaining  Bay  Bridge  ramps  during  the  aftemoon  commute.  Also,  an  increase  in 
average  delays  on  the  Bay  Bridge  would  be  expected  during  the  moming  commute 
period.  Any  proposal  for  the  constmction  of  a  new  roadway  along  The  Embarcadero 
will  be  subject  to  separate  environmental  review. 

Proposed  development  in  the  project  vicinity  includes:  111  Jones  Street  at  Turk  Street 
(Case  No.  90.741E),  100  affordable  dwelling  units,  and  201-225  Turk  Street  near  Jones 
Street  (Case  No.  90.81  IE),  175  affordable  dwelling  units  plus  commercial  uses,  both 
of  which  have  been  approved;  650  Van  Ness  Avenue,  which  was  encompassed  in  the 
Van  Ness  Avenue  Plan  EIR  (Case  No.  88.750E,  Final  EIR  certified  December  17, 
1987),  13  stories,  222  dwelling  units  with  ground-floor  retail  and  600  Van  Ness 
Avenue  at  Golden  Gate  Avenue  (Case  No.  89.627E),  13 -story -plus-basement 
mixed-use  development  with  residential  (110  units),  office  and  commercial  uses.  The 
Police  Department  has  recently  moved  some  administrative  and  patrol  uses  into  the 
former  Hibemia  Bank  buildijig  at  1  Jones  Street  at  McAllister  Street,  and  plans  to 
acquire  the  building  for  permanent  use  are  currently  under  review  (Case 
No.  91.538E).  The  City  plans  to  construct  a  new  City  office  building  at 
400-450  McAllister  Street,  on  the  site  of  the  existing  City  Hall  Annex  and  the  adjacent 
parking  lot,  with  initial  plans  calling  for  a  net  addition  of  about  145,500  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space.  Hastings  CoUege  of  the  Law  plans  to  develop  portions  of  its  "West  Block"  (the 
block  bounded  by  Hyde,  McAllister  and  Larkin  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue)  and 
the  former  KGO  television  building  on  the  block  immediately  to  the  east.  The 
potential  range  of  development  includes  a  legal  services  office  building,  a  courts 
building,  and  housing  (market  rate,  student,  and/or  affordable)/2/  (Case 
No.  90.333NLA).  Finally,  the  two  closed  state  office  buildings,  at  350  McAllister 
Street  and  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  are  assumed  to  be  reopened  by  the  project 
completion  date  (2000). 

The  residential  developments  listed  above  are  currently  undergoing  environmental 
review.  The  650  Van  Ness  Avenue  proposal  was  accounted  for  in  the  analysis 
conducted  for  the  program  EIR  on  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Plan.  The  proposed  Hastings 
development  is  not  defined  at  this  time,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  a  State-prepared  EIR. 
(Assumptions  were  made,  for  estimation  of  cumulative  parking  demand,  that  the 
Hastings  project  would  include  a  mix  of  educational,  office,  retail,  residential,  and 
parking;  see  the  cumulative  parking  discussion,  pp.  149  to  151).  The  EIR  for  the  New 
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Main  Library  considers  localized  cumulative  impacts,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
proposed  City  office  building  at  450  McAllister  Street. 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  include  forecasts  of  space  by  use  for 
the  greater  downtown  area  in  San  Francisco  (the  Downtown  &  Vicinity)  for  the 
Year  2000.  These  forecasts  account  for  a  decline  rather  than  anticipated  growth  in 
employment  in  the  C-3  District  and  elsewhere  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  during  the 
early  1980's,  provide  forecasts  of  space  associated  with  employment  growth  in  the 
future,  and  take  into  account  specific  buildings  approved  or  under  construction  that 
would  accommodate  a  portion  of  the  employment  increase  forecast.  The  forecasts  go 
beyond  the  timeframe  during  which  the  known  and  proposed  space  would  be  built  and 
absorbed.  The  project  as  part  of  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  is  accounted  for  in  this 
cumulative  land  use  analysis./3/ 

PROJECT  IMPACTS 

Travel  Demand 

The  transportation  impact  analysis  includes  three  project  components:  the  New  Main 
Library,  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  The  potential 
impacts  associated  with  the  New  Main  Library  were  determined  on  the  basis  of 
activity  and  behavior  of  patrons  at  the  existing  Main  Library  and  the  library 
administration's  projection  of  future  patronage. 

Library  project  impacts  were  calculated  using  only  the  net  new  trip  ends  (that  is,  the 
difference  between  the  existing  library  and  the  new  library  trip  ends)  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  new  library,  based  on  projections  made  by  library  staff.  (A  trip  end 
[or  simply  "trip"]  is  a  one-way  trip;  a  patron  who  arrives  at  and  later  leaves  the  library 
[one  round  trip]  generates  two  person  trip  ends  (pte).)  Trip  ends  generated  by  the 
existing  library  (including  library  offices  in  the  45  Hyde  Street  building)  have  been 
accounted  for  in  traffic  and  pedestrian  counts  conducted  in  late  1990,  and  are  included 
as  part  of  the  existing  conditions.  Those  trips  were  not  analyzed  as  part  of  impacts.  It 
was  also  assumed  that  other  (non-library)  City  workers  at  45  Hyde  Street 
(approximately  60)  would  be  relocated  within  the  Civic  Center.  Trips  generated  by 
those  employees  would  continue  to  occur  in  the  Civic  Center.  Therefore,  those  trips 
were  not  analyzed  as  part  of  impacts. 
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Patronage  projections  for  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  were  based  on  projections 
of  attendance  made  by  museum  staff.  Travel  behavior  and  mode  split  data  were  based 
on  activity  at  the  Museum  of  Modem  Art  (MOMA),  located  about  two  blocks  from  the 
proposed  site  of  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum.  Because  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum 
would  also  be  in  the  Civic  Center,  it  is  appropriate  that  related  analysis  reflect 
transportation  activity  characteristic  of  an  art  museum,  such  as  MOMA,  within  the 
Civic  Center,  rather  than  assuming  these  characteristics  based  on  the  Asian  Art 
Museum's  current  location  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  new  location  would  be  more 
accessible  by  transit  than  the  current  museum  in  the  park.  It  would  also  be  more 
accessible  to  City  workers  and  others  in  the  Civic  Center  and  Downtown.  Finally,  the 
museum's  proposed  operating  hours  (approximately  12  noon  to  7:30  p.m.)  would 
encourage  after-work  patronage  that  could  further  increase  attendance. 

Patron  surveys  were  conducted  at  the  existing  Main  Library  and  at  MOMA  in  order  to 
assess  potential  project  impacts  ./4/  Patrons  at  both  locations  were  asked  questions 
regarding  mode  of  transportation  to  the  library  or  museum;  origin  prior  to  and 
destination  after  their  visit;  and  length  of  visit. 

New  Main  Library 

The  New  Main  Library  would  generate  about  5,575  net  new  person  trip-ends  (pte)  per 
day,  nearly  100  percent  of  which  would  be  patron  trips,  as  employment  is  projected  to 

 remain  close  to  the  present  level.  As  previously  noted,  travel  generated  by  existing 

library  patrons  and  employees  is  excluded  from  this  figure;  the  total  number  of  trips 
generated  by  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  about  12,300  pte,  while  the  existing 
library  generates  about  6,725  pte./5/  The  New  Main  Library  would  generate  about 
1,030  net  new  pte  in  the  p.m.  peak-hour  (5:00-6:00  p.m.);  about  64  percent,  or  660,  of 
these  trips  would  be  in  the  outbound  direction./6,7/ 

Library  gate  counts  conducted  in  November  1990  and  Febmary  1991  showed  no  fixed 
peak  hour,  but  instead  showed  a  day-to-day  shift  in  weekday  peak  hour  of  patronage 
between  the  hours  of  1:30  p.m.  and  5:30  p.m.  Therefore,  it  can  be  assumed  that 
hour-to-hour  peaks  are  relatively  constant  throughout  this  time  period. 
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Asian  Art  Museum 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  generate  a  maximum  of  about  7,500  patron  pte  per  day, 
all  of  which  would  be  considered  net  new  trips.  This  would  occur  during  major 
exhibitions,  when  a  maximum  of  500  patrons  per  hour  would  be  admitted  during  the 
museum's  projected  7.5-hour  day.  Such  major  exhibits  would  be  held  during 
approximately  four  months  every  other  year;  therefore,  the  trip  generation  associated 
with  such  exhibits  is  used  for  the  purposes  of  a  conservative  analysis;  actual  trip 
generation  during  other  times  could  be  much  lower.  Museum  employees  (including 
docents  and  other  volunteers)  would  generate  another  750  pte  daily,  making  the  daily 
total  about  8,250  pte;  again,  all  would  be  new  trips.  Approximately  675  pte  would  be 
generated  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour./7,8,9/ 

No  attempt  was  made  to  estimate  the  number  of  linked  trips;  that  is  trips  that  would 
involve  a  combined  visit  to  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  or  a 
visit  to  one  or  both  by  workers  or  others  already  at  Civic  Center.  Such  trips  would  be 
expected  to  occur;  however,  they  were  not  included  in  the  analysis,  which  is  therefore 
conservative. 

Fulton  Street  Mall 

No  additional  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.  All  use  of  this  open 
space  was  assumed  to  be  by  pedestricins  or  visitors  to  other  uses  in  the  Civic  Center 
area. 

Total  net  new  project  trip  generation  for  all  three  components  of  the  project  would  be 
approximately  13,825  pte  daily  and  about  1,705  pte  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour 
(5:00-6:00  p.m.)  Table  2  summarizes  trip  generation  data  for  the  project. 

Assignments  to  travel  modes  for  patrons  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  were  made  on  the  basis  of  the  patron  surveys;  employee  assignments  were 
based  on  City  guidelines./4,10/  Table  3,  p.  133,  shows  the  percentage  of  each  mode 
and  corresponding  number  of  pte.  Because  of  the  project's  proposed  location  in  the 
central  urban  area  of  San  Francisco,  pedestrian  and  transit  usage  is  projected  to  be 
characteristically  high.  Those  trips  would  account  for  78  percent  of  p.m.  peak-hour  net 
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TABLE  2:  PROJECT  TRIP  GENERATION 


Daily 


P.M.  Peak 


In 


P.M.  Peak 
[  Out 


Library  (Net  New) 
Patrons 
Employees 


5,555 
20 


1,027 
2 


370 
0 


657 
2 


Asian  Art  Museum  (New) 
Patrons 
Employees 


7,500 
750 


600 

JZ2 


216 


384 
49 


TOTAL 


13,825 


1,706 


614 


1,092 


SOURCE:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 


new  Main  Library  trips  and  71  percent  of  Asian  Art  Museum  trips.  During  the  p.m. 
peak  hour,  the  New  Main  Library  would  generate  about  180  vehicle  trips  and  the 
proposed  Asian  Art  Museum,  about  145  net  new  vehicle  trips,  a  total  of  about  325  net 
new  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips./l  1/ 

Geographic  distribution  of  patron  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  was  based  on  the  patron 
surveys;  employee  trips  were  distributed  based  on  City  guidelines ./4, 10/  The 
availability  and  location  of  off-street  parking  was  also  a  factor  in  the  distribution  of 
patron  and  employee  vehicle  trips.  Potential  parking  locations,  including  on-street  and 
nearby  off-street  sites  such  as  the  Civic  Center  Garage,  were  identified  based  on  the 
weekday  occupancy  surveys  collected  for  this  analysis. 

Traffic 

Local  Intersection  Traffic 

Nine  intersections  in  the  project  vicinity  were  studied  to  determine  the  effects  of 
project-generated  traffic.  The  eight  signalized  intersections  analyzed  include  Van 
Ness  Avenue  /  McAllister  Street;  Polk  Street  /  McAllister  Street;  Larkin  Street  / 
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McAllister  Street;  Hyde  Street  /  McAllister  Street;  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street;  Larkin 
Street/Grove  Street;  8th  Street  /  Market  Street;  and  9th  Street  /  Market  Street.  The 
Larkin  Street  /  Fulton  Street  unsignalized  intersection  was  also  analyzed.  The 
intersections  analyzed  are  shown  in  Figure  D-2,  p.  A.57,  of  Appendix  D. 

Table  4  summarizes  the  volume/capacity  (V/C)  ratios  and  levels  of  service  (LOS)  at 
each  study  intersection  for  existing,  existing-plus-project,  and  cumulative  (including 
project)  conditions.  Differentiation  is  made  between  signalized  and  unsignalized 
intersections  for  purposes  of  analysis.  While  overall  LOS  can  be  calculated  for 
signalized  intersections,  an  overall  LOS  cannot  be  calculated  for  unsignalized 
intersections.  Instead,  LOS  is  calculated  for  major  and  minor  approaches  to  an 
unsignalized  intersection,  and  analysis  is  based  on  the  reserved  capacity;  that  is,  the 
measure  of  the  ability  of  the  minor  street  traffic  flow  to  enter  or  cross  the  major  street 
during  gaps  in  major  street  traffic  flow. 

The  existing  traffic  volumes  are  based  on  counts  conducted  on  Wednesday, 
November  7,  1990.  Wednesday  was  selected  as  the  representative  weekday  to  conduct 
the  counts  for  a  conservative  analysis  because  the  Farmers'  Market  takes  place  on 
Wednesday  at  the  United  Nations  Plaza,  east  of  the  project  site.  The  background 
traffic  combined  with  the  Farmers'  Market  is  indicative  of  tj^ical  weekday 
(non-special -event)  peak  conditions. 

With  the  proposed  closure  of  Fulton  Street,  first  for  a  construction  staging  area  and 
then  as  a  pedestrian  mall,  two  intersections,  Larkin  Street  /  Fulton  Street  and  Hyde 
Street  /  Fulton  Street,  would  no  longer  function  as  intersections.  Therefore,  LOS  for 
these  two  intersections  are  not  provided  for  the  existing-plus-project  and  cumulative 
scenarios;  traffic  from  the  block  of  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  was 
redistributed  to  surrounding  streets  in  determining  future  level  of  service. 

Seven  of  the  eight  signalized  intersections  currently  operate  at  LOS  C  (good)  or  better 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  which  was  observed  to  occur  from  5:00  to  6:00  p.m. 
(LOS  D,  generally  described  as  fair  traffic  operations  and  including  substantial  delays 
during  short  periods  in  the  peak  period,  is  considered  satisfactory  during  peak  hours.) 
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TABLE  4:   PROJECTED  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY 
RATIOS  (V/C)  AND  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  (LOS)/a,b/ 


Existing(1990) 
Intersection  V/C  LOS 


Signalized: 


Van  Ness/McAllister 

0.76 

C 

Polk/McAllister 

0.62 

B 

Larkin/McAlIister 

0.68 

B 

Hyde/McAllister 

0.59 

A 

Hyde/Fulton 

0.44 

A 

Larkin/Grove 

0.52 

A 

Eighth/Market 

0.76 

C 

Ninth/Market  /d/ 

0.92 

E 

Unsignalized: 

Larkin/Fulton/e/  70/563/156  E/A/D 


Cumulative  +  Project 
Existing  -t-  Project  (2000) 
V/C  LOS       V/C  LOS 


0.80 

C/D 

0.87 

D 

0.66 

B 

0.72 

c 

0.76 

C 

0.83 

D 

0.60 

A/B 

0.66 

B 

/c/ 

/c/ 

/c/ 

Icl 

0.69 

B 

0.73 

C 

0.77 

C 

0.83 

D 

0.93 

E 

1.01 

F 

/c/ 

Icl 

Icl 

Icl 

/a/    LOS  descriptions  and  relationship  to  V/C  ratios  are  shown  in  Tables  D-2  and  D-3, 

pp.  A.55-A.56  of  Appendix  D. 
/b/    Based  on  traffic  counts  conducted  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  on  Wednesday, 

November  7,  1990. 

/c/    With  the  proposed  closure  of  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  these 
intersections  would  no  longer  exist. 

/d/    Ninth  Street  has  a  bus  stop  on  the  near  side  of  Market  Street  that  serves  as 

right-turn  /  through  lane  when  not  occupied  by  buses.  This  was  not  included  in  LOS 
calculation,  which  is  therefore  conservative.  Ninth  and  Market  intersection  splits  into  two 
legs  (Larkin  and  Hayes  Streets)  on  north  side  of  Market  Street;  Market  has  a  separate 
right-turn  lane  onto  Hayes  Street.  This  geometry  is  considered  in  the  LOS  determination. 

It  I    Unsignalized  intersection:  reserve  capacities  and  levels  of  service  refer  to  Fulton  Street 
westbound  left  turn;  Fulton  Street  westbound  right  turn;  and  Larkin  Street  southbound  left 
turn. 

SOURCE:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
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The  Ninth  at  Market  Streets  intersection  currently  operates  at  LOS  E  (poor;  capacity  is 
defined  as  LOS  E).  The  Fulton  Street  left  turn  movement  at  the  Larkin  Street  /  Fulton 
Street  (unsignalized)  intersection  also  operates  at  LOS  E;  the  westbound  right  turn 
movement  LOS  is  A;  and  the  Larkin  Street  southbound  left-tum  movement  operates  at 
LOS  D. 

The  existing  LOS  E  condition  at  the  Ninth  Street  /  Market  Street  intersection  is  due 
primarily  to  bus  movements  on  Market  Street.  Bus  stops,  located  on  Market  Street  in 
both  directions,  impede  traffic  in  all  four  lanes  of  traffic  (the  center  lanes  are  served  by 
pedestrian  island  bus  stops).  Throughout  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  buses  stopping  at  or  near 
the  intersection  impede  the  general  flow  of  traffic.  Because  of  relatively  heavy  bus 
traffic  on  Market  Street,  passenger  car  equivalency  factors  were  applied  to  bus  traffic; 
these  factors  weight  buses  more  heavily  than  automobiles  to  account  for  their 
disproportionate  effects  on  traffic  flow.  This  is  consistent  with  City  of  San  Francisco 
guidelines. /1 2/  Bus  factors  were  not  applied  to  other  streets  with  bus  stops  within  the 
study  area  (for  example,  MUNI  Route  5-Fulton  bus  stops  on  McAllister  Street  at 
Larkin  Street)  because  bus  movements  at  these  intersections  do  not  noticeably  impede 
traffic  flow  throughout  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  There  is  a  bus  stop  on  Ninth  Street  at  the 
southeast  comer  of  Market  Street  that  is  used  by  both  through  and  right-turning  traffic 
when  it  is  available.  Because  the  use  of  this  lane  was  not  taken  into  account  in  the 
LOS  calculation  for  the  Ninth  and  Market  Streets  intersection,  the  analysis  is 
conservative. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  generate  about  180  net  new  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips 
and  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  would  generate  about  145  new  p.m.  peak-hour 
vehicle  trips,  a  total  of  about  325  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle  trips.  The  distribution  of 
these  trips  reflects  current  travel  pattems,  available  parking  locations,  and  the  origins 
and  destinations  of  visitors  to  each  location. 

The  addition  of  project-generated  traffic  to  existing  volumes  would  worsen 
intersection  levels  of  service  at  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets  (LOS  A  to  LOS  B);  at 
Larkin  and  McAllister  Streets  (LOS  B  to  LOS  C);  at  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  McAllister 
Street  (LOS  C  to  LOS  C/D);  and  at  Hyde  and  McAllister  Streets  (LOS  A  to 
LOS  A/B).  None  of  these  intersections  would  approach  capacity;  other  intersections 
analyzed  would  experience  increased  volume-to-capacity  ratios  as  a  result  of  project 
traffic,  but  not  enough  to  change  the  LOS  at  any  location,  including  Ninth  and  Market 
Streets,  which  would  remain  at  LOS  E. 
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Cumulative  growth  to  the  Year  2000  was  based  on  15  percent  growth  factor  between 
1985  and  2000 ./1 3/  This  rate  assumes  reopening  of  the  nearby  state  office  buildings 
and  opening  of  other  buildings  that  are  currently  planned,  including  the  proposed  City 
office  building  at  450  McAllister  Street  and  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  development, 
as  well  as  several  residential  and  mixed-use  projects  proposed  for  the  project  vicinity 
(see  p.  128).  The  Museum  of  Modem  Art  is  planning  to  relocate  from  the  Civic 
Center.  Its  space  in  the  Veterans'  Building  could  be  devoted  to  another  use,  and  the 
conservative  analysis  used  here  would  account  for  such  a  use.  This  analysis  assumed 
one-third  of  this  growth  has  already  occurred  since  1985  and  was  accounted  for  in  the 
recently  collected  traffic  counts.  The  remaining  two-thirds  of  this  growth  was 
calculated  by  increasing  existing  turning  movement  volumes  by  ten  percent  and  adding 
project  generated  trips  to  these  volumes.  These  calculations  were  also  used  to  forecast 
cumulative  volumes  for  pedestrians. 

With  cumulative  volumes,  all  study  intersections  would  experience  deteriorated  levels 
of  service,  but  all  except  Ninth  and  Market  Streets  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better. 
The  Ninth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  would  decrease  in  LOS  from  E  to  F,  with  a 
V/C  ratio  of  1.01.  Cumulative  LOS  are  shown  in  Table  4,  p.  135. 

Freeway  Corridor  Analysis 

The  project  would  contribute  to  increases  in  traffic  on  the  major  freeways  serving  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity.  Traffic  generated  by  the  project  itself  would  increase  total 
traffic  on  major  freeways  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  by  about  0.3  percent  or  less.  Such 
increases  would  not  be  measurable  against  the  day-to-day  fluctuations  in  traffic 
volumes.  Because  the  Bay  Bridge  p.m.  peak-hour  eastbound  traffic  flow  is 
functionally  at  capacity,  the  travel  demand  from  the  project  would  not  be  expected  to 
increase  the  flows  on  the  Bay  Bridge  in  the  peak  hour;  rather,  the  East  Bay-bound  auto 
traffic  from  the  project  would  most  likely  compete  with  and  delay  existing  users  of  the 
Bay  Bridge  into  later  portions  of  the  peak  period.  This  competition  for  access  would 
occur  at  the  on-ramps  to  the  Bay  Bridge  and  any  displacement  of  existing  users  to  later 
time  periods  would  depend  upon  the  time  of  arrival  of  project  vehicles  at  the 
on-ramps.  Some  drivers  would  shift  to  carpools  or  transit  as  a  result  of  cumulative 
displacement.  Because  library  and  museum  patrons  (who  would  generate  the  bulk  of 
project  trips)  would  not  be  as  likely  to  be  on  fixed  schedules  as  would  be  project 
employees  (and  other  area  workers),  some  patrons  might  choose  to  make  their  trips  at 
times  other  than  the  peak  period. 
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Transit 
Local  Transit 

More  than  15  MUNI  lines,  including  the  underground  Metro  lines,  stop  within  one 
block  of  the  project  site;  about  20  MUNI  lines  are  within  one-quarter  mile  walking 
distance.  BART,  SamTrans,  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  also  stop  within  one  block  of  the 
site.  Figure  35  shows  transit  routes  in  the  project  area. 

Potential  transit  users  were  distributed  to  area  transit  lines  based  on  responses  from  the 
existing  Main  Library  and  MOMA  patron  surveys  and  employee  mode  split  data.  It 
was  assumed  that  specific  line  usage  by  Asian  Art  Museum  patrons  would  be  similar 
to  Main  Library  users  due  to  their  proximity.  Approximately  390  net  new  p.m. 
peak-hour  MUNI  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  New  Main  Library.  The  Asian  Art 
Museum  would  generate  about  145  new  p.m.  peak-hour  MUNI  trips,  for  a  project  total 
of  about  535  new  p.m.  peak-hour  MUNI  trips  (see  Table  3,  p.  133).  About  64  percent 
of  these  trips,  or  about  345  trips,  would  be  in  the  outbound  (peak)  direction. 

Maximum  load  factor  standards  have  been  defined  by  MUNI  which  represent  the 
greatest  number  of  passengers  comfortably  carried  by  a  MUNI  vehicle./14/  With  the 
addition  of  the  project  p.m.  peak  hour  MUNI  riders  to  existing  ridership,  MUNI  load 
factors  would  remain  within  the  MUNI-defined  acceptable  ranges  except  within  the 
northwest  quadrant,  where  some  overcrowding  would  occur  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Table  D-1,  Appendix  D,  p.  A.50,  provides  descriptions  of  levels  of  service  for  bus 
transit.  Figure  D-1,  pp.  A.51-A.53,  shows  photographic  examples  of  p.m.  peak-hour 
loading  conditions  on  MUNI  vehicles. 

Existing  MUNI  bus  shelters  at  Larkin  and  McAllister  Streets  and  on  Hyde  Street  south 
of  Fulton  Street  could  be  affected  by  the  project.  The  Larkin  Street  shelter,  which 
serves  the  19-Polk  bus  line  would  be  retained./15/  The  Hyde  Street  shelter  would  be 
relocated  during  construction  and  would  be  replaced  in  a  similar  location  once  the 
New  Main  Library  were  completed. /1 6/ 

About  seventy-five  new  p.m.  peak-hour  BART  trips  would  be  generated  by  the 
project.  Based  on  a  count  conducted  by  BART  on  Thursday,  August  1,  1991,  during 
BART's  p.m.  peak  hour  of  operation,  which  is  from  5:00  to  6:00  p.m.,  there  are 
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currently  about  3,000  entrances  and  700  exits  made  by  BART  patrons  at  Civic  Center 
station./17/  The  project-generated  BART  trips  would  include  about  50  new  trips  to 
BART  trains  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  or  about  1.6  percent  of  the  current  number  of 
entrances  at  Civic  Center  station;  this  would  not  have  noticeable  impacts  on  BART 
operations. 

In  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  2000,  project-generated  MUNI  trips  would  account  for  about 
one  percent  of  MUNI  trips  among  the  four  MUNI  screenlines  analyzed  in  the  Mission 
Bay  EIR.  Project-generated  BART  traffic  would  account  for  about  0.1  percent  of 
BART  ridership.  The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  increases  in  transit 
ridership  in  the  major  regional  transit  corridors  leading  to  and  from  downtown  San 
Francisco  that  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  LOS  for  several  of  the  transit  carriers. 

Pedestrian  Movements 

Pedestrian  levels  of  service  were  calculated  using  the  Pushkarev  and  Zupan's  Urban 
Space  for  Pedestrians. /IS/  For  pedestrian  crosswalks,  pedestrian  flow  rates,  or  the 
number  of  pedestrians  passing  a  point  per  unit  of  time,  are  the  basis  for  the  flow 
regimen  designation.  The  flow  rate  is  calculated  using  the  width  of  the  crosswalk  and 
the  number  of  pedestrians  using  the  crosswalk  per  peak  15-minute  period. 
Qualitatively,  the  flow  regimen  indicates  the  "the  freedom  to  choose  desired  speeds 
and  to  bypass  others."  (See  Appendix  D,  pp.  A.50-A.61,  for  an  explanation  of 
pedestrian  flow  rates  and  levels  of  service.  Figure  D-3,  pp.  A.59-A.60,  shows 
photographs  of  sidewalk  conditions  for  each  flow  regimen.) 

Pedestrian  entrances  to  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  on  Larkin  Street  between 
Fulton  and  Grove  Streets;  on  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets;  and  on 
Grove  Street  west  of  Hyde  Street;  the  Grove  Street  entrance  would  be  expected  to  be 
the  most  heavily  used  entrance.  An  employee  entrance  would  be  located  on  Hyde 
Street  near  Fulton  Street.  Pedestrian  entrances  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  on 
Larkin  Street  between  Fulton  and  McAllister  Streets  £ind  on  Fulton  Street  between 
Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets.  An  auxiliary  entrance  would  be  located  on  Hyde  Street  near 
Fulton  Street.  Two  new  exit-only  stairways  from  Brooks  HaU  would  be  constructed 
pcirallel  to  Larkin  Street  emerging  just  west  of  the  building,  one  near  the  Larkin  / 
Fulton  Streets  intersection  and  the  other  near  the  Larkin  /  Grove  Streets  intersection. 
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Table  5  summarizes  f)edestrian  flow  conditions  in  crosswalks  near  the  site.  Existing 
pedestrian  volume  counts  were  conducted  during  the  midday  and  p.m.  peak  hours  at 
Larkin  Street  /  Fulton  Street,  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street,  Hyde  Street  /  Grove  Street, 
and  Larkin  /  Grove  Street.  Pedestrian  flow  regimen  were  calculated  for  both  the 
midday  peak  hour  and  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  midday  peak  hour  was  found  to  occur 
between  12:00  p.m.  and  1:00  p.m.  Highest  pedestrian  volumes  occur  in  the  midday 
peak.  All  of  the  crosswalks  analyzed  currently  operate  as  open  or  unimpeded, 
indicating  that  pedestrians  are  able  to  walk  with  minimal  conflicts  with  other 
pedestrians  at  these  locations,  except  the  south  crossing  at  Hyde  Street  /  Fulton  Street, 
which  is  impeded  during  the  midday  peaJc  hour.  An  impeded  flow  regimen  indicates 
that  pedestrians  must  exercise  a  relatively  high  degree  of  indirect  interaction  in  order 
to  avoid  conflicts.  While  vehicular  activity  within  the  Civic  Center  is  relatively  heavy, 
the  area's  plazas  and  wide  sidewalks  encourage  pedestrian  activity  between  its 
government  buildings,  art  centers  and  the  existing  library.  Sidewalk  obstructions,  such 
as  newspaper  vending  racks,  can  interfere  with  pedestrian  flows.  Such  racks  are  in 
place  on  the  Larkin  Street  side  of  the  existing  Main  Library.  It  is  possible  that 
newsracks  would  be  placed  at  or  near  one  or  more  entrances  to  the  New  Main  Library. 
Newsracks  placed  on  the  Grove  Street  sidewalk,  which  would  be  10  feet  wide  and 
partially  obstructed  by  street  trees,  could  interfere  with  pedestrian  circulation.  The 
street  trees  themselves,  which  would  be  planted  in  grated  cutouts  in  the  sidewalk, 
would  not  reduce  sidewalk  capacity  below  acceptable  levels.  (The  effective  sidewalk 
width  would  be  about  seven  feet.)  A  curbside  book  drop  is  planned  for  the  Larkin 
Street  side  of  the  New  Main  Library;  it  would  not  be  expected  to  interfere  with 
pedestrian  traffic. 

The  existing  midday  peak-hour  counts  reflect  the  number  of  workers  who  visit  the 
Civic  Center  Plaza  area  on  their  lunch  breaks.  The  patron  surveys  at  the  existing  Main 
Library  indicate  that  many  noon-time  visitors  work  in  the  nearby  government 
buUdings,  although  many  other  patrons  come  from  the  downtown  area. 

Patron  surveys  at  MOMA  also  indicated  noon-time  visitors  come  from  Civic  Center 
office  buildings.  Many  of  these  people  came  not  to  visit  the  galleries,  but  to  patronize 
the  gift  shop.  The  proposed  New  Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  each  would 
contain  a  gift  shop. 

Currently,  most  BART  and  MUNI  pedestrian  trips  are  oriented  towards  LInited 
Nations  Plaza.  The  New  Main  Library's  Grove  Street  entrance  would  provide  the 
closest  access  to  the  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  station  entrance  at  Eighth  and  Market 
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Streets.  This  potential  {pedestrian  reorientation  was  used  when  distributing  project 
pedestrian  trips. 

The  project  would  generate  about  710  pedestrian  trip  ends  in  the  midday  peak  hour  and 
about  535  pedestrian  trips  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  midday  flow  regimen  at  the 
north  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets  would  change  from 
unimpeded  to  impeded,  as  would  the  north  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Larkin  and 
Grove  Streets.  The  west  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets 
would  worsen  from  open  to  unimpeded.  Other  midday  crosswalks  analyzed  would 
operate  at  existing  conditions.  During  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  flow  regimen  at  the 
south  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets  would  change  from  a 
flow  regimen  of  unimpeded  to  impeded.  Operations  at  all  three  Larkin  and  Fulton 
crosswalks,  the  west  crosswalks  at  Hyde  and  Fulton  Streets  and  at  Hyde  and  Grove 
Streets,  and  the  north  crosswalk  at  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets  would  change  from  open 
to  unimpeded,  while  at  the  remaining  crosswalk  (north  crosswalk  at  Hyde  and  Fulton 
Streets),  operations  would  remain  unimpeded.  For  existing-plus-project  conditions,  all 
crosswalks  analyzed  would  operate  at  acceptable  conditions.  Should  Fulton  Street 
between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  become  a  pedestrian  mall,  pedestrians  would  be 
likely  to  cross  mid-block  to  visit  the  new  library  or  Asian  Art  Museum  (entrances 
would  be  provided  facing  the  mall  for  each  building).  The  flow  regimen  calculations 
for  the  Fulton  Street  crosswalks  thus  represent  the  worst-case  scenario  of  pedestrians 
concentrating  on  specific  crosswalks. 

Pedestrian  operations  were  also  calculated  for  cumulative  conditions.  Crosswalks 
would  not  change  from  existing-plus-project  conditions  and  thus  would  operate  at 
acceptable  flow  regimes  during  both  the  midday  and  p.m.  peak  hour. 

While  the  west  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  currently 
operates  with  an  open  flow  regimen,  pedestrians  were  observed  crossing  Grove  Street 
at  mid-block  in  both  directions.  The  Grove  Street  entrance  of  the  New  Main  Library 
would  be  located  at  mid-block,  and  it  may  be  assumed  that,  as  designed,  the  number  of 
mid-block  crossings  would  increase,  increasing  the  potential  for  pedestrian- vehicle 
conflict. 

Pedestrians  could  be  discouraged  from  crossing  Grove  Street  in  mid-block.  The  New 
Main  Library  could  employ  signage  and  curbside  barriers  (such  as  those  used  at 
intersections  where  there  are  not  crosswalks  at  all  possible  crossings)  to  prevent  such 
crossings,  to  minimize  pedestrian-vehicle  conflicts. 
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The  New  Main  Library  would  provide  bicycle  parking  for  both  patrons  and 

#  employees.  Indoor,  secured  parking  space  for  22  bicycles,  and  eight  outdoor  bicycle 
racks  would  be  provided  for  public  use.  Currently,  about  five  percent  of  library 
patrons  travel  by  bicycle;  demand  could  increase  with  more  secure  bicycle  parking. 
About  ten  library  employees  ride  bicycles  to  work,  and  park  their  bicycles  in  various 

#  locations  (there  is  no  designated  bicycle  parking).  Twenty-five  bicycle  parking 
spaces  and  showers  for  employees  would  be  provided;  this  could  lead  to  more 
employees  cycling  to  work. 

OFF-STREET  PARKING  DEMAND  AND  LOADING  REQUIREMENTS 
Parking 

Parking  was  surveyed  in  an  area  bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough  Streets  and 
Golden  Gate  Avenue.  On-street  parking  in  the  survey  area  is  at  least  85  percent 
occupied  on  an  average  weekday  during  the  peak  hour  of  occupancy  (1:00  p.m.  to 
2:00  p.m.).  Off-street  parking  occupancy  varies  among  the  31  garages  and  lots 
surveyed,  with  an  average  occupancy  of  about  80  percent. 

The  discrepancy  between  on-street  and  off-street  parking  occupancy  on  an  average 
weekday  is  most  likely  due  to  the  different  pricing  structure  and  to  the  preferences  of 
motorists;  i.e.,  off-street  lots  charge  more  than  on-street  meters,  some  motorists  ignore 
on-street  time  limits  and  "feed"  the  meters,  off-street  lots  may  not  be  attractive  to 
short-term  parkers,  etc.  On  average  weekdays,  occupancy  rates  at  off-street  parking 
facilities  vary,  depending  on  their  distance  from  employment  centers,  and  the  fee 
charged.  The  Civic  Center  Garage  operates  at  about  50  percent  occupancy  on  average 
weekdays  ./1 9/  During  peak  events  on  weekdays  and  weekends  at  Brooks  Hall  /  Civic 
Auditorium,  such  as  the  Harvest  Festival,  the  garage  reaches  100  percent  occupancy. 
The  Marshall  Square  lot  operates  at  about  75  percent  on  an  average  weekday,  and 
reaches  100  percent  on  major  event  days./20/  Some  lots  operate  at  greater  than 
100  percent  due  to  valet  operations. 

According  to  garage  staff,  neither  the  Civic  Center  Garage  nor  the  Performing  Arts 
Garage  reaches  full-capacity  occupancy  during  evening  hours  on  a  regular  basis. 
Occupancy  is  dependent  upon  the  type  of  events  being  held  in  the  Civic  Center  area  on 
a  given  evening.  During  events  such  as  simultaneous  performances  of  a  successful 
opera  and  a  weU-known  conductor  at  the  symphony,  the  Performing  Arts  Garage 
reaches  near-capacity  levels,  but  does  not  fill  up./21/ 
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The  project  site  includes  about  220  public  parking  spaces  and  another  17  spaces  for 
City  employees  /  City  vehicles.  All  of  these  spaces  would  be  eliminated  by  the 
project,  which  would  not  include  parking  for  patrons  or  employees;  there  would  be 
seven  spaces  for  City  vehicles  including  one  space  for  the  City  Librarian.  Therefore, 
the  net  loss  in  parking  as  a  result  of  the  project  would  be  about  230  spaces. 

Parking  demand  was  estimated  for  project  patrons  based  on  projected  peak  hourly 
attendance  at  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum,  multiplied  by  the 
percentage  of  patrons  expected  to  drive.  For  employees,  demand  was  based  on  the 
number  of  employees  expected  to  drive  to  work.  The  peak  demand  generated  by  the 
project  on  an  average  weekday  would  be  about  315  spaces  (see  Table  6). 

Postcard  surveys  were  conducted  on  Fulton  Street,  at  the  Marshall  Square  parking  lot, 
and  at  Civic  Center  Garage  to  determine  the  usage  of  these  parking  areas.  The  surveys 
were  conducted  on  Wednesday,  December  12,  1990  (to  coincide  with  the  Farmers' 
Market  at  United  Nations  Plaza)  and  on  Thursday,  December  13,  1990.  The  surveys 
showed  that  about  one-fourth  of  the  Fulton  Street  spaces  are  occupied  by  library 
patrons;  on  Wednesdays,  about  one-fourth  are  Farmers'  Market  patrons  or  vendors. 
The  Marshall  Square  lot  is  used  by  library  patrons.  Civic  Center  area  employees  and 
visitors,  and  students  at  Hastings  CoUege  of  the  Law.  On  Wednesdays,  vehicles  of 
Farmers'  Market  vendors  occupy  about  one-fourth  of  the  lot.  Subsequent  interviews 
with  Farmers'  Market  vendors  indicate,  however,  that  while  the  postcard  surveys 
showed  that  35  percent  of  vendors  park  at  the  Marshall  Square  lot,  the  actual 
percentage  could  be  twice  as  high./22/ 

Events  are  held  in  Brooks  Hall  and  Civic  Auditorium  about  90  weekdays  per  year. 
Many  of  these  events  are  conventions  that  are  national  in  scope,  and  those  attending 
are  bused  from  hotels  to  the  convention  facilities.  It  is  estimated  that  on  less  than  half 
of  the  90  event-days,  event  patrons  generate  parking  demand  approaching 
"peak -event"  demand./23/  Based  on  observations  during  the  Harvest  Festival,  the 
most  heavily  attended  weekday  event  at  Brooks  Hall  or  the  Civic  Auditorium,  on 
major  event  days,  the  only  available  on-street  parking  is  generally  located  south  of 
Market  Street,  more  than  one-fourth  of  a  mile  away.  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and 
Hyde  Streets  is  100  percent  occupied  on  these  days,  as  well  as  on  Wednesdays,  when 
the  Farmers'  Market  is  held  at  United  Nations  Plaza. 
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A  parking  duration  study  of  the  Civic  Center  Garage,  on-street  spaces  on  Fulton  Street, 
and  the  Marshall  Square  lot  reveal  that  average  duration  in  the  Civic  Center  Garage  on 
an  average  Wednesday  (the  day  of  the  Fanners  Market)  is  3.5  hours.  On  Fulton  Street 
it  is  1.5  hours,  even  though  the  meters  are  one-hour  meters.  In  the  Marshall  Square 
Lot  the  average  duration  is  4  hours. 

The  average  weekday  parking  accumulation  surveys  indicate  that  at  10:00  a.m.,  about 
300  on-street  spaces  and  900  off-street  spaces  are  available  after  most  workers  have 
arrived  in  the  moming.  This  total  of  1,200  spaces  represents  about  19  percent  of  the 
total  supply. 

Because  patron  surveys  indicated  that  the  New  Main  Library  peak  demand  would  be 
relatively  constant  between  1:30  and  5:30  p.m.  on  weekdays  (with  Wednesday  the 
busiest  day  overall),  and  because  the  Asian  Art  Museum  peak  demand  is  assumed 
constant  throughout  the  day  (based  on  peak  trip  generation),  the  peak  project  parking 
demand  was  compared  to  the  hour  of  peak  parking  demand  in  the  surrounding  area  on 
an  average  weekday,  identified  as  1:00  to  2:00  p.m.  During  this  hour,  about 
100  on-street  spaces  and  825  off-street  spaces,  or  925  total  spaces  (about  14  percent  of 
supply)  are  available. 

On  weekdays  when  major  special  events  are  under  way  at  Brooks  Hall  and/or  Civic 
Auditorium,  such  as  the  Harvest  Festival,  on-street  parking  reaches  close  to 
100  percent  occupancy  and  off-street  facilities  are  about  91  percent  fuU.  About 
360  spaces  are  available  in  the  parking  study  area. 

As  indicated  in  Table  6,  p.  146,  parking  demand  generated  by  the  project,  as  well  as 
demand  created  by  relocation  of  vehicles  that  currendy  park  on-site  in  spaces  that 
would  be  eliminated,  could  be  met  by  the  remaining  parking  supply  in  the  area  on  an 
average  weekday  and  on  a  peak  non-special  event  weekday,  such  as  during  the 
Farmers'  Market.  On  such  weekdays  when  major  special  events  such  as  the  Harvest 
Festival  were  under  way,  there  would  be  less  remaining  parking  supply  in  the  study 
area.  On  such  special  event  weekdays,  there  would  be  an  unmet  parking  demand  of 
about  185  spaces. 
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A  1988  study  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  concluded  that  there  would  be  unmet  demand  of  370  parking  stalls  on  an 
average  weekday  once  the  New  Main  Library,  Asian  Art  Museum  and  Fulton  Street 
Mall  were  built./24/  This  study  found  an  unmet  demand  of  about  585  parking  stalls  on 
100  to  115  peak-event  weekdays  yearly.  The  different  results  obtained  in  this  analysis 
may  be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  the  New  Main  Library  EIR  analyzed  parking 
conditions  in  a  larger  area.  The  1988  study  was  performed  prior  to  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake  and  included  parking  generated  by  the  now -closed  state  building. 
Nearly  6,500  parking  spaces  were  surveyed  for  this  EIR,  while  the  1988  study  included 
2,300  spaces. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code  to  provide 
182  publicly  accessible  parking  spaces.  The  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be 
required  to  provide  101  public  parking  spaces.  Neither  the  library  nor  the  museum 
would  provide  off-street  parking  except  as  noted  (seven  spaces  in  New  Main  Library). 
Each  project  sponsor  (Library  Commission  and  Asian  Art  Commission)  would  be 
required  to  obtain  a  Variance  to  provide  fewer  than  the  required  number  of  spaces. 

Existing  City  office  buildings  (City  Hall,  450  McAllister  Street  and  101  Grove  Street) 
generate  a  daytime  code  requirement  of  808  parking  spaces.  Existing  performance  and 
exhibition  venues  (Davies  Hall,  Opera  House,  Herbst  Theater,  Civic  Auditorium, 
Brooks  HaU)  generate  a  nighttime  Code  requirement  of  2,519  spaces.  City -owned 
parking  facilities  (Civic  Center  Garage,  Performing  Arts  Garage,  400  McAllister 
Street  lot)  provide  1,503  parking  spaces,  meeting  the  Code  requirement  in  the  daytime 
but  not  at  night  (when  there  is  a  1,016-space  shortfall  compared  to  the  requirement).  It 
should  be  noted  that  parking  demand  and  parking  requirements  may  differ.  The  EIR 
concentrates  its  analysis  on  actual  parking  demand. 

There  are  no  plans  to  provide  parking  for  the  trucks  and  vans  of  vendors  at  the 
Farmers'  Market  on  United  Nations  Plaza  after  the  elimination  of  the  Fulton  Street  and 
Marshall  Square  parking  areas.  Currently,  the  market  operates  all  day  on  Wednesdays 
and  Sundays.  Merchants  arrive  in  the  moming  between  5:00  and  7:00  a.m.  and  depart 
between  2:30  and  6:00  p.m.  Peak  occupancy  during  the  summer  months  is  estimated 
at  100  stalls./25/  The  predominant  vehicle  types  used  by  vendors  are  pickup  tmcks 
and  box  vans;  interviews  with  vendors  and  the  parking  survey  indicate  that  between  40 
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and  75  percent  of  vendors  park  on  Fulton  Street  or  at  the  Marshall  Square  lot.  These 
vendors  would  face  more  difficulty  than  the  average  driver  in  finding  substitute 
off-street  parking  nearby  because  of  their  larger-than-average  vehicles.  For  example, 
the  Civic  Center  Garage  has  a  maximum  vertical  clearance  of  less  than  7  feet  and 
could  not  accommodate  most  produce  vendors'  vehicles.  Some  vendors  would  be 
expected  to  seek  on-street  parking  on  Hyde  Street.  Coordinated  use  of  the  Fulton 
Street  Mall  as  a  pedestrian  mall,  accommodating  Farmers'  Market  vehicles  at  certain 
prescribed  times,  could  reduce  these  impacts.  On-street  parking  for  vendors'  vehicles 
also  could  be  provided  on  Hyde  Street.  Both  would  require  City  approval. 

Cumulative  Parking  Demand 

Long-term  development  within  the  Civic  Center  area  would  determine  cumulative 
parking  demand.  The  analysis  of  Civic  Center  cumulative  parking  impacts  was 
determined  with  two  groups  of  projects.  Group  I  developments  are  those  located 
within  the  new  Main  Library  parking  study  area.  They  are  the  proposed  City  office 
building  at  450  McAllister  Street,  reopening  of  the  two  state  office  buildings  at  350 
McAllister  Street  and  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue;  planned  development  by  Hastings 
College  of  the  Law;  and  the  Police  Department's  use  of  the  Hibemia  Bank  building. 
Group  II  developments  fall  outside  the  project  parking  study  area.  These  project 
include  mixed-used  developments  at  600  Van  Ness  Avenue,  650  Van  Ness  Avenue. 
201  Turk  Street,  and  111  Jones  Street.  These  are  also  discussed  under  Cumulative 
Context,  p.  128. 

For  purpose  of  analysis,  the  following  scheme,  based  in  part  on  City  Planning  Code 
restrictions,  was  assumed  for  the  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  development  on  the 
so-called  West  Block,  bounded  by  Hyde,  McAllister  and  Larkin  Streets  and  Golden 
Gate  Avenue:  about  250,000  sq.  ft.  total;  75,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  use;  50,000  sq.  ft.  of 
educational  (office-classroom)  use;  50,000  sq.  ft.  of  residential  use  (60  units); 
32,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  use;  and  43,000  sq.  ft.  of  parking  (200  spaces).  Net  parking 
demand  would  be  about  60  spaces.  For  the  KGO  building  at  277  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 
also  planned  for  development  by  Hastings,  50.000  sq.  ft.  of  office  and  17  parking 
spaces  were  assumed.  Net  parking  demand  would  be  about  ten  spaces. 

Group  I  projects  would  result  in  a  demand  for  about  530  spaces,  displace  an  additional 
L*>.S  spaces,  and  supply  approximately  215  spaces,  creating  net  demand  for 
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about  470  spaces.  The  Group  I  demand  added  to  the  project  peak  non-special-event 
weekday  demand  of  525  would  equal  approximately  995  spaces.  Surveys  of  the 
existing  parking  supply  indicate  that  surrounding  off-street  parking  facilities  and 
on-street  spaces  (925  public  spaces  available)  would  not  meet  the  average  weekday 
cumulative  demand.  There  would  be  a  shortfall  of  about  70  spaces. 

On  peak  weekdays  with  special  events,  there  are  an  estimated  360  off-street  spaces 
available  and  virtually  no  on-street  parking.  Group  I  demand  added  to  the  project  peak 
special-event  weekday  demand  of  545  would  equal  about  1,015  spaces.  As  a  result, 
there  would  be  a  deficit  of  about  655  spaces  during  peak  weekdays  with  special 
events.  The  result  would  be  655  vehicles  searching  for  parking  outside  of  the  survey 
area  and  competing  for  spaces  in  those  areas,  or  shifting  of  travel  mode. 

Group  n  development  would  result  in  demand  for  about  520  spaces,  displace  an 
additional  765  spaces,  and  supply  approximately  605  spaces,  creating  a  net  demand  for 
about  680  spaces.  As  noted,  the  cumulative  parking  impacts  of  Group  II  projects 
would  faU  outside  the  New  Main  Library  project  study  area.  Parking  impact  analysis 
for  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  projects  and  the  Turk  and  Jones  Streets  projects  (aU  Group 
II)  has  been  documented  in  recent  reports. /26/ 

The  Jones  and  Turk  Street  Traffic  Impact  Study  reports  that  approximately 
320  long-term  parking  patrons  would  be  displaced  by  those  projects.  The  report 
indicates  that  displaced  demand  would  be  absorbed  by  local  off-street  facilities  outside 
of  the  New  Main  Library  project  study  area. 

The  Van  Ness  Avenue  Traffic  Impact  Study  reports  that  150  long-term  spaces  would 
need  to  be  absorbed  by  nearby  lots  and  garages  as  a  result  of  those  projects.  The 
location  of  parking  facilities  that  would  provide  the  150  spaces  is  not  known.  For  the 
purpose  of  analysis  it  was  estimated  that  50  percent  of  the  displaced  long-term  parkers 
would  seek  spaces  within  the  New  Main  Library  project  area  (75  spaces). 

Average  weekday  cumulative  parking  demand  would  include  project  demand  for  about 
525  spaces  plus  Group  I  demand  for  470  spaces  and  an  additional  75  space  demand 
generated  by  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  (Group  II)  projects.  Total  demand  would  be  for 
1,070  spaces  and  would  exceed  the  estimated  925  available  public  spaces  at  vicinity 
parking  facilities  during  an  average  weekday  by  about  145  spaces. 
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On  peak  weekdays  with  special  events,  there  would  be  a  deficit  of  approximately 
730  spaces. 

As  discussed  above,  this  EIR  uses  conservative  assumptions  and,  therefore,  calculates 
a  conservatively  high  parking  demand.  A  parking  shortfall  would  result  in  people 
parking  further  from  their  destinations,  or  shifting  to  other  modes  of  transportation. 

Loading  Activity 

The  New  Main  Library  would  provide  three  off-street  loading  spaces:  one  two-bay 
loading  dock  able  to  accommodate  trucks  up  to  55  feet  in  length  and  one  delivery  van 
space.  There  would  be  two  spaces  for  the  library's  bookmobile  and  for  a  second 
bookmobile  to  be  acquired./27/  There  would  be  maneuvering  space  for  delivery 
vehicles  as  large  as  a  55-foot  semi-trailer  to  turn  around.  Larger  (65-foot)  trucks  that 
make  deliveries  to  Brooks  Hall  would  have  to  back  down  the  ramp  (as  do  all  Brooks 
Hall  trucks  now)  and  through  the  library  loading  area. 

The  loading  area  would  be  accessible  via  a  ramp  from  Hyde  Street.  Both  the  library 
loading  areas  and  the  Brooks  Hall  loading  areas  would  be  accessible  solely  by  this 
ramp,  which,  at  23  feet,  would  be  three  feet  wider  than  the  existing  ramp.  The 
minimum  vertical  clearance  in  the  library  loading  area  would  be  14  feet,  10  inches. 
The  ramp  would  allow  for  two-way  traffic  except  when  large  trucks  were  using  the 
ramp,  when  no  opposing  truck  traffic  could  be  accommodated./28/ 

Loading  activity  at  the  New  Main  Library  would  consist  of  25  to  30  truck  trips  daily, 
or  about  3  truck  trips  per  hour  over  a  9-hour  day.  Most  of  these  deliveries  would  be 
small  trucks  or  vans;  a  55-foot  semi-trailer  would  make  a  delivery  about  once  every 
other  weekday  (10  per  month).  In  addition,  there  would  be  an  unknown  number  of 
incoming  service  calls  for  library  equipment  and  outgoing  service  calls  to  branch 
libraries.  About  60  percent  of  deliveries  would  last  approximately  30  minutes,  while 
the  remaining  40  percent  would  remain  at  the  library  for  15  minutes  or  less./29/  These 
deliveries  would  be  accommodated  by  the  one  two-bay  loading  dock  and  one 
additional  van  parking  space;  service  calls  by  technicians  driving  autos  and  small 
trucks  could  be  accommodated  in  one  or  more  of  the  City  vehicle  parking  spaces,  since 
some  vehicles  would  be  out  on  City  business  at  any  given  tiine. 
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Currently,  some  trucks  loading  and  unloading  for  the  activities  at  Brooks  Hail  wait  at  a 
South-of-Market  staging  area  and  are  then  dispatched  to  Brooks  Hall  as  loading  space 
becomes  available.  Most  trucks,  however,  go  directly  to  Brooks  Hall,  and  a  queue  of 
four  or  five  semi-trailer  trucks  can  form.  These  trucks  sometimes  park  on  Fulton 
Street  when  there  is  no  waiting  room  on  the  truck  ramp.  Trucks  generally  pull  out  into 
Hyde  Street  from  Fulton  Street  (blocking  the  Hyde  Street)  and  then  back  into  the 
loading  ramD./16/  Tmcks  unload  as  early  as  7:30  a.m.  to  set  up  for  events.  Generally, 
loading  and  unloading  requires  two  hours  per  truck  for  set-up  and  one-and-one-half 
hours  for  take-down.  Exhibits  that  require  special  handling  of  materials  may  require 
longer  set-up  and  take-down  times  per  truck. 

After  completion  of  the  library,  trucks  making  deliveries  to  Brooks  Hall  would  go 
through  the  library  loading  area  to  reach  the  Brooks  HaU  loading  area.  Trucks  up  to  55 
feet  in  length  would  drive  forward  down  the  ramp,  turn  around  in  the  library  loading 
area,  and  back  into  the  Brooks  Hall  loading  area,  which  would  be  to  the  driver's  left 
while  backing.  Larger  trucks  would  have  to  back  down  the  ramp  from  Hyde  Street, 
back  through  the  library  >ading  area,  and  turn  left  into  the  Brooks  HaU  loading 
area./16/  The  tiuning  maneuver  could  be  accomplished  only  if  no  semi-trailer  were 
parked  at  the  library  loading  dock;  a  mitigation  measure  has  been  included  to  ensure 
that  library  and  Brooks  Hall  staff  coordinate  the  arrival  of  truck  traffic  (see  p.  180). 
The  library  loading  area  has  been  designed  so  that  library-related  service  and  loading 
vehicles  other  than  semi-trailer  tmcks  would  not  interfere  with  tmcks  entering  and 
leaving  the  Brooks  Hall  loading  area./16/ 

With  the  conversion  of  Fulton  Street  to  a  pedestrian  mall,  trucks  bound  for  Brooks 
Hall  and  the  New  Main  Library  would  travel  north  on  Larkin  Street  to  McAllister 
Street  (small  tmcks  and  vans)  or  Golden  Gate  Avenue  (larger  trucks,  since  Golden 
Gate  has  three  eastbound  lanes  and  McAllister,  one),  then  south  on  Hyde  to  the 
loading  ramp.  Each  three-lane  street  would  have  ample  mming  clearance.  Larger 
tmcks  would  have  to  pull  to  the  left  on  Hyde  Street,  blocking  the  street,  before  backing 
into  the  ramp./16/ 

Tmck  movements  would  potentially  interfere  with  traffic  on  Hyde  Street.  Interference 
could  occur  if  a  65 -foot  semi-trailer  were  to  back  into  the  library  /  Brooks  HaU  ramp  or 
if  a  tmck  were  to  arrive  at  the  ramp  entrance  on  Hyde  Street 
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while  a  vehicle  was  exiting  the  ramp.  In  the  first  example,  the  semi-trailer  truck  would 
have  to  drive  past  the  ramp  and  pull  into  the  left  lane  of  Hyde  Street,  blocking  all  three 
lanes  of  traffic,  before  backing  into  the  ramp.  In  addition,  because  the  ramp  would  be 
limited  to  one  lane  during  backing  by  a  tmck,  if  a  vehicle  destined  for  the  library 
loading  area  were  to  arrive  at  the  same  time,  the  second  vehicle  would  have  to  wait  on 
Hyde  Street  until  the  backing  truck  was  far  enough  into  the  ramp  to  allow  the  second 
tmck  to  enter.  It  is  estimated  that,  with  a  backing  speed  of  2.5  mph,  a  truck  would  take 
about  one  minute  to  reach  the  bottom  of  the  approximately  200-foot  long  ramp. 
Traffic  on  Hyde  Street  would  be  interrupted  during  the  backing  maneuver  and  until  the 
tmck  had  cleared  the  entrance  ramp.  This  could  last  from  one  to  two  minutes.  In  the 
second  instance,  a  tmck  would  have  to  wait  on  Hyde  Street  for  the  other  vehicle  to 
clear  the  ramp  prior  to  entering  the  ramp.  At  a  forward  speed  of  5  mph,  it  would  take  a 
vehicle  about  30  seconds  to  clear  the  ramp. 

Based  on  1991  activity,  there  would  be  about  45  weekdays  per  year  when  loading  or 
unloading  activity  would  occur.  Small  tmcks  and  vans  would  not  conflict  with  each 
other  or  with  other  vehicles  as  they  could  operate  in  both  directions  simultaneously  on 
the  ramp.  Because  of  the  slope  of  the  ramp,  vehicles  emerging  from  the  ramp  would 
be  visible  to  drivers  of  vehicles  approaching  the  ramp./16/  Waming  devices  and, 
during  Brooks  Hall  loading  and  unloading  operations,  traffic  control  personnel  would 
minimize  conflicts  on  the  ramp  between  vehicles  or  between  vehicles  and  pedestrians 
on  Hyde  Street.  Measures  have  been  included  to  ensure  that  disruption  of  transit  and 
automobile  traffic  on  Hyde  Street  as  a  result  of  loading  activities  at  the  New  Main 
Library  and  Brooks  Hall  is  minimized  (see  p.  180  -  182).  Scheduling  loading  activity 
outside  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours  would  further  minimize  conflicts. 

Loading  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  via  a  truck  ramp  from  Hyde  Street 
(parallel  to  Fulton  Street)  to  a  loading  dock  in  the  basement  of  the  proposed  addition  at 
45  Hyde  Street.  This  dock  would  be  able  to  accommodate  a  55-foot  semi-trailer. 
Loading  activities  would  consist  of  about  nine  tmck  and  van  trips  per  day,  including 
about  two  trips  by  a  55-foot  semi-trailer  monthly  ./30/  These  large  tmcks  would  be 
required  to  back  into  the  loading  dock,  temporarily  dismpting  traffic  on  Hyde  Street. 
A  mitigation  measure  has  been  included  to  ensure  that  Asian  Art  Museum  loading 
activity  conflict  with  transit  or  automobile  traffic  on  Hyde  Street  is  minimized  (see 
p.  181). 
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Should  the  45  Hyde  Street  addition  not  be  constructed,  loading  activities  would  occur 
from  McAllister  Street,  at  the  location  of  the  existing  Main  Library  loading  area. 

The  majority  of  Farmers'  Market  off-loading  activity  occurs  outside  of  the  peak  hours 
of  background  traffic  (that  is,  before  7:30  a.m.)  and  off-street  (i.e.,  vendors  drive  into 
U.N.  Plaza  to  unload  before  parking  their  vehicles).  Vendors  pack  up  and  leave  the 
market  between  about  2:30  and  6:00  p.m.,  which  means  some  activity  occurs  during 
the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Again,  this  loading  activity  takes  place  off-street,  on  the  plaza. 

#  Trucks  loading  and  unloading  for  events  at  the  Orpheum  Theater,  at  Eighth  and 

Market  Streets,  typically  park  on  U.N.  Plaza  on  the  north  side  of  the  theater  where  the 
loading  docks  are  located.  Trucks  arrive  on  loading  days  between  7:00  and  8:00  a.m. 
and  activity  continues  throughout  the  day.  Loading  activity  usually  does  not  take  more 
than  one  day,  and  occurs  between  five  and  six  times  a  year.  Occasionally,  on  those 
days,  trucks  will  park  on  Hyde  Street,  in  curb  spaces  reserved  for  that  purpose,  for 
15-20  minutes  at  a  time. 

Currently,  the  sole  pedestrian  access  to  Brooks  Hall  is  via  a  portion  of  the  loading 
ramp  that  is  separated  by  concrete  pylons  from  truck  traffic.  This  access  route  creates 
the  possibility  of  conflicts  between  pedestrians  and  trucks.  In  conjunction  with 
completion  of  the  New  Main  Library,  the  City  plans  to  provide  a  new  pedestrian 
access  to  Brooks  HaU  via  Civic  Auditorium,  with  new  exit  stairs  leading  from  the 
Brooks  Hall  loading  area  to  street  level  just  in  front  of  the  Larkin  Street  side  of  the 
New  Main  library,  separating  pedestrians  from  loading  traffic,  unless  loading  activities 
were  to  occur  during  an  event. 

DEMOLITION,  EXCAVATION,  AND  CONSTRUCTION  TRAFFIC/32/ 

Temporary  constmction  related  transportation  impacts  would  result  from  construction 
employees  and  truck  movements  to  and  from  the  site  during  site  clearance,  excavation 
and  building  activity.  For  the  New  Main  Library,  site  clearance  and  excavation  would 
be  done  in  two  phases.  Up  to  144  trucks  per  day  would  travel  to  and  from  the  site 
during  the  first  four- week  period.  About  four  tmcks  per  day  would  travel  to  and  from 
the  site  over  the  remainder  of  the  six  months  of  early  excavation.  During  the 
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30-month  construction  period,  there  would  be  a  four-week  excavation  period  that 
would  involve  up  to  100  trucks  per  day.  Over  most  of  the  remainder  of  the  30-month 
library  construction  period,  about  two  trucks  daUy  would  make  trips  to  the  site. 
Trucks  would  mainly  travel  up  Ninth  Street  from  the  1-80  freeway  and  reach  the  site 
via  Larkin  Street,  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  and  Hyde  Street.  These  streets,  each  of  which 
carries  three  lanes  of  one-way  traffic,  would  provide  clearance  for  truck  tuming 
movements. 

During  the  New  Main  Library  construction  period,  sidewalks  on  the  Hyde  Street  and 
Fulton  Street  sides  of  the  New  Library  block  would  be  closed,  with  pedestrians  routed 
to  the  other  side  of  the  street.  Pedestrian  walkways  would  be  constructed  in  the  curb 
lane  on  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets,  displacing  existing  parking.  After  the  start  of 
construction,  pedestrians  could  no  longer  walk  through  Marshall  Square  between 
BART/MUNI  Metro  and  Civic  Center.  Closure  of  curb  lanes  to  accommodate 
pedestrian  walkways  would  displace  up  to  50  metered  on-street  parking  spaces.  The 
demand  resulting  from  temporary  elimination  of  these  spaces  would  be  met  by  other 
parking  in  the  area,  except  during  peak  events.  At  those  times,  motorists  would  have 
to  seek  parking  outside  the  project  area  or  shift  to  other  forms  of  travel,  such  as  transit. 

Sidewalks  would  probably  be  closed  on  the  Hyde  Street  and  McAllister  Street  sides  of 
the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  during  at  least  part  of  the  museum  construction  period 
and  there  could  be  pedestrian  walkways  in  the  parking  lane  on  Larkin  Street  with 
effects  similar  to  those  for  the  New  Main  Library. 

Similar  levels  of  truck  traffic  would  be  expected  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
remodeling  and  expansion  as  for  the  library,  except  that  there  would  be  fewer  trucks 
for  excavation.  Demolition  of  the  45  Hyde  Street  buUding  and  excavation  of  the  site 
for  the  proposed  museum  addition  would  probably  last  two  to  three  months,  while  the 
remainder  of  the  approximately  two-year  construction  period  would  consist  of 
construction  of  the  45  Hyde  Street  addition  and  primarily  interior  remodeling  of  the 
existing  library  building.  Construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  probably  take 
about  one  year  and  require  fewer  truck  trips  than  the  library  or  museum  portions  of  the 
project. 

Materials  storage  for  all  three  project  components  is  proposed  to  be  on-site,  and  would 
therefore  not  require  constmction  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  the  project  site  on  a 
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frequent  basis  to  deliver  materials.  The  main  construction  staging  area  would  be 
Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  which  would  be  closed  to  vehicle 
traffic  not  associated  with  project  construction.  This  street  segment  would  remain  a 
construction  staging  area  until  about  1999,  at  which  time  the  pedestrian  mall  is 
proposed  to  be  constructed.  Temporary  parking  demand  from  construction  workers' 
vehicles,  and  impacts  on  local  intersections  from  construction  worker  traffic,  would 
occur  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  constmction  workers  who  would  use  automobiles. 

Impacts  of  constmction-related  traffic  would  include  roadway  capacity  decreases  due 
to  the  slower  movements  and  larger  turning  radii  of  constmction  tmcks  compared  to 
passenger  vehicles.  Lane  blockage  on  Hyde,  Larkin,  and  Grove  Streets  due  to  queued 
trucks  and  to  sidewalk  rerouting,  if  it  were  to  occur,  would  reduce  the  capacity  of  these 
streets.  The  5-Fulton  and  19-Polk  MUNI  lines  and  SamTreins  and  Golden  Gate  transit 
lines  could  be  affected  by  tmck  movements.  The  19-Polk  bus  stop  on  Hyde  Street 
south  of  Fulton  Street  would  have  to  be  relocated  during  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library.  During  construction  of  the  45  Hyde  Street  addition  to  the  existing  library, 
stops  for  the  19-Polk  on  Larkin  Street  at  McAllister  Street  and  for  the  5-Fulton  on 
McAllister  Street  at  Hyde  Street  might  have  to  be  relocated. 

Any  tmck  traffic  occurring  during  the  7:00  to  9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  to  6:00  p.m.  would 
coincide  with  peak-hour  traffic  and  impede  traffic  flow.  Blockage  during  times  of 
peak  traffic  flow  would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts  than  during  non-peak 
hours  because  of  the  greater  numbers  of  vehicles  on  the  streets  during  the  peak  hour 
that  would  have  to  maneuver  around  the  queued  trucks.  Limiting  truck  movements  to 
the  hours  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  would  minimize  dismption  of  the  general 
traffic  flow  on  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  during  the  a.m.  and 
p.m.  peak  hours.  (See  mitigation  measure  on  p.  181.) 

Should  construction  occur  on  other  developments  in  the  area  during  the  project 
constmction  period,  constmction  tmck  traffic  would  be  expected  to  increase  further, 
and  traffic  congestion  and  transit  delays  could  be  more  extensive  than  described 
above.  The  nearest  potential  development  is  that  proposed  by  Hastings  College  of  the 
Law;  this  development  is  in  the  early  planning  stages.  Other  nearby  developments  that 
could  overlap  with  the  project  are:  a  proposed  City  office  building  at  450  McAllister 
Street,  remodeling  /  seismic  upgrading  of  the  two  state  office  buildings  at 
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350  McAllister  Street  and  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  two  mixed-use  projects  at 
600  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  650  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  two  affordable  housing 
developments  at  Turk  and  Jones  Streets. 


NOTES  -  Transportation 

/I/      This  general  information  is  based  on  impact  analysis  carried  out  in  the  1-280  Transfer 
Concept  EfR,  84.385E,  May  23,  1985,  which  examined  different  surface  route 
alternatives  along  The  Embarcadero  right-of-way.  Any  new  roadway  designs  proposed 
for  The  Embarcadero  would  be  subject  to  additional,  separate  envirormiental  review. 

/2/     Levine,  Edward,  Director  of  Facilities,  Hastings  College  of  the  Law,  telephone 
conversation,  April  2,  1991. 

/3/      The  forecasting  method  and  background  is  described  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
(pp.  IV.B.1-8,  IV.B. 12-43,  IV.B.54a-61,  and  Appendices  G  and  H).  In  addition,  the 
forecasts  of  future  office  space  and  employment,  and  an  explanation  of  the  methods 
used,  can  be  found  in  the  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR,  pp.  66-85  and  Appendix  B,  and 
in  die  Mission  Bay  EIR  Vol.  II.  pp.  VLB. 13-28,  VI.B.38-79.  VLB. 106-1 12,  and 
VLB. 119-123,  and  Vol.  Ill,  Appendix  B  (see  especially  Mission  Bay  EIR 
Appendix  B,  pp.  XIV.B.24-30  for  a  comparison  to  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
forecasts).  The  method  was  not  changed  in  forecasts  prepared  for  the  South  of  Market 
and  Mission  Bay  EIR  analyses,  but  several  changes  were  made  in  the  analysis  and 
results. 

/4/      120  Main  Library  patrons  were  surveyed  on  Wednesday,  November  13,  1990. 

Thiriy-three  Museum  of  Modem  Art  patrons  were  surveyed  on  Tuesday,  January  22, 
1991.  Both  surveying  periods  lasted  for  one  to  two  hours  aroimd  noontime.  An 
additional  survey  of  20  Main  Library  patrons  was  conducted  on  Wednesday,  June  26, 
1991.  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  (5:00-6:00  p.m.).  Thirty-four  additional  MOMA 
patrons  were  surveyed  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  Thursday.  June  20,  1991.  The 
surveys  days  and  time  periods  were  identified  by  staff  at  each  institution  as  appropriate 
to  survey  a  relatively  large  number  of  people  and  to  obtain  an  overall  indication  of 
patron  behavior. 

/5/      Page.  Kathryn,  Chief  of  Facilities  Development,  San  Francisco  Public  Library, 

telephone  conversation,  June  19,  1991.  TTie  New  Main  Library  is  projected  to  attract 
about  5,500  patrons  daily  (generating  about  1 1,000  daily  pte).  Current  patronage  is 
about  2,700  per  day  (5,400  pte  daily).  Main  Library  staffing  is  projected  to  increase 

 ^  from  the  current  343  to  349;  approximately  75  percent  of  staff  members  are  present  on 

a  given  weekday. 

/6/      Directional  distribution  based  on  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  New 

Alameda  Free  Library  EIR,  1990;  and  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  San  Mateo  County 
Library  Traffic  Impact  Study;  1989. 

/7/      Trip  generation  for  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  employees  is  calculated  at 
five  (rips  per  day  per  employee,  and  the  p.m.  peak  hour  percentage  used  for  employee 
trips  is  10.5  percent,  based  on  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines 
for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts.  Septembet  1983.  The 
Department  has  recently  issued  revised  transportation  guidelines  (July  1991)  that  are 
currently  undergoing  final  revisions.  The  new  guidelines  use  the  five  trips  per  day 
standard  for  "C-3  Secondary  Office"  and  "Other  Office"  employees,  with  lower 
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per-day  rates  for  all  other  office  workers  except  "Government  Office."  Because  office 
worker  trip  generation  normally  accounts  for  all  trips  to  a  facility  (employees  and 
visitors),  however,  the  five  trips  per  day  rate  presents  a  conservative  analysis  for 
employee  trip  generation,  since  visitors  (patrons)  are  accounted  for  separately.  For 
both  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  employee  trips  make  up  a 
relatively  small  percentage  of  total  daily  trips. 

/8/     Asian  Art  Museum  patronage  projection  from  Judith  Teichman,  Project  Manager, 

Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  telephone  conversations,  June  19  and  24,  1991,  and  Jennifer 
Vickers,  Planning  Assistant,  Asian  Art  Museum,  telephone  conversation,  June  25, 
1991.  Asian  Art  Museum  employment  is  projected  to  increase  from  68  full-time  +10 
part-time  (docents)  to  120  full-time  +  30  part-time.  Employee  information  from 
Jennifer  Vickers,  telephone  conversations,  February  1991,  and  letter,  December  3, 
1990. 

191     Peak -hour  patron  trips  are  about  eight  percent  of  daily  trips.  (San  Francisco 

Department  of  City  Planning,  California  Academy  of  Sciences  EIR,  Case  No.  86.58E, 
Final  EIR  certified  April  28,  1988.) 

/lO/    Mode  split  and  geographic  distribution  for  employee  trips  was  based  on  the  distribution 
of  Downtown  office  workers'  trips  in  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts,  September  1983. 
Geographic  zones  within  San  Francisco  were  modified  from  the  Guidelines  to  account 
for  the  project's  location  in  Civic  Center  rather  than  Downtown. 

/II/  Based  on  Main  Library  surveys,  which  showed  a  vehicle  occupancy  rate  of  1.3  persons 
per  vehicle  for  library  patrons  who  drive,  and  MOMA  surveys,  which  showed  a  vehicle 
occupancy  rate  of  1 .4  persons  per  vehicle  for  patrons  who  drive. 

/12/    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Plaiming,  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  for  the 
Proposed  Chinatown  Rezoning  Plan,  January  1987. 

/1 3/    Wycko,  William,  Chief,  Transportation  Group,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Plaiming,  telephone  conversation,  March  1991. 

/14/    MUNI,  Short-Range  Transit  Plan  and  Capital  Improvement  Program,  1990-1999, 
August  1990. 

/1 5/    Teichman,  Judith,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  telephone  conversation, 
October  4, 1991. 

/16/    Abel,  Russel,  Project  Manager  for  San  Francisco  New  Main  Library,  Bureau  of 

Architecture,  telephone  conversations,  June  17,  July  24,  October  4,  10  and  15,  1991. 

/17/    Nomura,  Joan,  BART  Planner,  telephone  conversation,  August  2,  1991. 

/1 8/    Pushkarev  and  Zupan,  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians,  MIT  Press,  Cambridge,  MA,  1975. 

/19/    Weekday  off-street  occupancy  counts  were  conducted  by  WSA  on  Friday,  October  12, 
1990.  Generally,  where  lots  reach  greater  than  100  percent  of  nominal  capacity, 
attendants  direct  parking  operations. 

/20/    The  parking  surveys  were  conducted  when  two  state  office  buildings  (350  McAllister 
Street  and  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue)  were  closed  as  a  result  of  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
Earthquake.  These  buildings  are  assumed  to  be  reoccupied  in  the  future  and  their 
parking  demand  is  therefore  analyzed  under  cumulative  impacts  (see  Chapter  IV., 
Environmental  Impacts,  pp.  138-142). 
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/21/    Sereno,  Fred.  Manager.  Civic  Center  Garage,  telephone  conversation,  October.  15. 

1991.  Don  Whi taker.  Manager.  Five  Star  Parking  (Performing  Arts  Garage),  telephone 
conversation,  October  15,  1991. 

1221  Detailed  information  on  the  postcard  surveys  and  existing  parking  conditions  is 
contained  in  the  case  file,  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street.  San  Francisco.  CA. 

/23/    Moerschbaecher,  Jack.  Director  of  Convention  Facilities,  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  telephone  conversation,  August  19,  1991. 

1241    Department  of  Public  Works,  Civic  Center  Plaza  Parking  Garage  Expansion  Parking 
Demand  Study.  1988. 

/25/    Adams,  Christine,  Manager,  Heart  of  the  City  Farmers'  Market,  interview,  June  26, 
1991. 

1261    DKS  Associates,  Traffic  Impact  Studv  -  111  Jones  Street  I  201  Turk  Street  (Case 

No.  90.741E),  April  1991.  and  Traffic  Impact  Study  -  600  Van  Ness  Avenue  I  650  Van 
Ness  Avenue  (Case  Nos.  89.627E  and  88.750E).  October  1990.  These  repons  are  on 
file  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning.  450  McAllister  St.,  San 
Francisco,  CA. 

/27/    The  Public  Library  could  eventually  acquire  a  second  bookmobile  (Kathryn  Page, 

Chief  of  Facilities  Development,  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  telephone  conversation, 
July  23,  1991). 

/28/    Kroll,  Joem,  Transportation  Plaimer.  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Plaiming, 
telephone  conversation.  October  3,  1991. 

/29/    Walsh,  Richard,  Secretary,  San  Francisco  Library  Commission,  telephone 
conversation.  July  23,  1991. 

/30/    Vickers,  Jermifer,  Planning  Assistant.  Asian  Art  Museum,  telephone  conversation, 
August  23,  1991. 

/31/    Heasy,  Pat,  Production  Manager,  Shorenstein,  Hays,  Nederlander,  telephone 
conversation,  October  15,  1991. 

/32/    The  discussion  of  construction  impacts  of  the  New  Main  Library  was  prepared  on  the 
basis  of  estimates  of  construction  periods,  truck  movements  and  access  routes  provided 
by  Victor  Talatala,  Bureau  of  Architecture,  facsimile  transmission,  July  29,  1991,  and 
Russel  Abel,  Project  Manager.  Bureau  of  Architecture,  telephone  conversation. 
October  18,  1991.  Construction  impacts  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  Fulton  Street 
Mall  were  estimated,  as  no  information  is  available. 


E.  AIR  QUALITY 


CUMULATIVE  CONTEXT 


The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  analyzed  cumulative  effects  of 
development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  on  regional  air  quality  in  the  future.  This 
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material  is  incorporated  by  reference  and  summarized  here.  The  analyses  in  those 
EIRs  incorporate  recent  emission  factors  (these  are  revised  periodically  by  the  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)),  and  acknowledge  the  continued 
failure  of  the  Bay  Area  to  attain  federal  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards,  a 
problem  to  which  the  project  would  contribute.  (For  more  detail  on  air  pollutant 
emissions,  see  Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  n,  pp.  VI.F.13-18). 

Motor  vehicle  exhaust  emissions  would  be  the  primary  source  of  air  pollutants  in  the 
Downtown  &  Vicinity.  These  emissions  would  affect  local  and  regional  air  quality. 
Ozone  and  CO  concentrations  occasionally  violate  air  quality  standards  at  some 
locations  in  the  Bay  Area.  Emissions  of  hydrocarbons  (HC)  and  nitrogen  dioxide 
(NOjj),  precursors  of  ozone,  would  contribute  to  regional  ozone  concentrations. 
Emissions  also  would  add  to  local  CO  concentrations  at  congested  intersections. 

Computer  modeling  of  cumulative  CO  concentrations  at  eight  intersections  analyzed 
in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (five  of  which  are  intersections  adjacent  to  freeway  ramps) 
suggests  that  state  and  federal  standards  for  eight-hour  average  concentrations  (nine 
parts  per  million  [ppm])  currently  may  be  violated  on  occasion  at  the  intersection  of 
Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets  (13.4  ppm)  and  at  the  intersection  of  Third  and  Berry  Streets 
(9.2  ppm).  With  the  temporary  closure  of  1-280  for  repairs  of  damage  from  the 
October  1989  earthquake,  these  two  intersections  currently  are  not  congested;  both  the 
normal  traffic  and  the  resulting  air  quality  effects  have  been  dispersed  to  other 
intersections.  When  1-280  is  re-opened,  traffic  at  the  study  intersections  is  expected  to 
return  to  pre-quake  levels,  resulting  in  local  air  quality  similar  to  pre-quake 
conditions.  None  of  the  eight  intersections  are  currently  in  violation  of  state  or  federal 
one-hour  standards  (20  ppm  and  35  ppm,  respectively).  CO  concentrations  are 
expected  to  improve  in  the  future  throughout  the  region,  due  primarily  to  enhanced 
vehicle  emission  controls  mandated  by  state  and  federal  regulations.  Average  CO 
concentrations  at  the  eight  intersections,  even  with  Mission  Bay  and  cumulative 
growth  in  traffic,  are  projected  to  decrease.  No  violations  of  state  or  federal  CO 
standards  are  expected  in  2000,  or  at  buildout  of  Mission  Bay  in  2020. 

The  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  (1982  Plan)  established  schedules  and  strategies 
to  comply  with  federal  ozone  and  CO  standards  established  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  by 
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December  31,  1987.  The  deadline  has  now  passed,  and  the  Bay  Area  remains  a 
non-attainment  area  for  ozone  and  CO  (standards  are  occasionally  violated).  The  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  required  that  the  1982  Plan  be  updated 
by  1991. 

Effective  January  1,  1989,  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  provides  for  the  designation  of 
districts  into  three  classes:  moderate  (defined  as  an  area  which  can  attain  state  and 
federal  air  quality  standards  by  December  31,  1994)  serious  (areas  which  can  attain  the 
standards  by  December  31,  1997),  and  severe  (areas  that  cannot  specify  an  attaininent 
date).  In  each  case,  the  Act  specifies  strategies  that  must  be  adopted.  In  all  cases, 
plans  are  required  to  demonstrate  a  five-percent-per-year  reduction  in  the  emissions  of 
pollutants  or  precursors,  unless  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB)  determines 
that  all  feasible  measures  are  being  employed.  The  Bay  Air  Basin  has  been  designated 
as  severe  for  ozone  and  fine  particulate  matter  (PM|q),  due  it  its  inability  to  attain 
state  standards  by  1997,  and  serious  for  CO,  due  to  its  inability  to  attain  state  standards 
by  1994./1/ 

PROJECT  EFFECTS 

Upon  completion,  the  project  would  affect  localized  air  quality  in  two  ways. 
Emissions  would  be  generated  by  project-related  traffic  and  by  combustion  of  natural 
gas  for  building  space  and  water  heating.  Transportation  sources  would  account  for 
more  than  90  percent  of  project -related  emissions. 

The  analysis  is  this  section  provides  information  that  could  be  used  to  assess  the 
project  in  relation  to  the  thresholds  of  significance  recommended  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District's  Guidelines  for  Assessing  Impacts  of  Projects  and 
Plans,  revised  April  1988.  According  to  these  Guidelines,  "  any  project  or  plan  which 
would  generate  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  above  the  state  or  national 
carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards  would  be  of  significant  effect  by  definition."  A 
second  test  of  significance  states  that  the  level  of  emissions  from  a  total  of  direct  and 
indirect  sources  would  be  considered  significant  if  emissions  of  HC.  NO^^,  SO^^  or 
PM  iQ  equal  or  exceed  150  lb/day.  For  mobile  sources,  curbside  CO  concentrations 
are  normally  modeled;  this  second  test  indicates  that  550  lb/day  of  CO  would  be 
considered  significant  only  if  it  leads  to  a  violation  of  state  standards  under  Test  1 
modeling.  Finally,  "any  project  or  plan  should  be  considered  of  significant  effect  if 
emission  of  any  criteria  contaminant  for  combined  direct  and  indirect  sources  reaches 
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TABLE  7:  EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  CURBSIDE  CARBON  MONOXIDE 
CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS/a/ 


Concentration  (ppm) 


Intersection 

Averaging  Time 

1990 

200C 

Van  Ness  and 

1  -hour 

lU.Z 

Q  1 

y.l 

McAllister  Streets 

8 -hour 

7.2 

6.8 

Polk  and 

1  -hour 

9.2 

9.0 

McAllister  Streets 

8-hour 

6.4 

6.3 

Larkin  and 

1  -hour 

9.4 

9.1 

McAllister  Streets 

8 -hour 

6.6 

6.4 

Larkin  and 

1-hour 

9.1 

8.9 

Grove  Streets 

8 -hour 

6.4 

6.2 

Hyde  and 

1  -hour 

9.3 

9.0 

McAllister  Streets 

8-hour 

6.5 

6.3 

/a/    Calculations  for  all  scenarios  were  made  using  a  revised  version  of  the  Modified 
Linear  Rollback  (MLR)  method  described  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 
Background  CO  concentrations  were  calculated  to  be  5.8  ppm  (eight-hour 
average)  in  1990,  and  5.0  ppm  (eight-hour  average)  in  2000.  Any  values  in 
violation  of  the  state  or  federal  CCD  standards  would  be  underlined.  The  one-hour 
state  standard  is  20  ppm,  the  one-hour  federal  standard  is  35  ppm,  and  the 
eight-hour  state  and  federal  standards  are  9  ppm.  Emission  rates  were  derived 
from  the  Califomia  Air  Resources  Board's  EMFAC7D  computer  model,  from  the 
BAAQMD's  Guidelines  revised  April  1988. 

/b/   Based  on  the  growth  forecasts  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Case 

No.  86.505E,  Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990).  The  project  is  contained 
within  this  forecast. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


or  exceeds  one  percent  of  county  emissions  of  the  contaminant."  There  are  two  other 
tests  of  significance:  one  applies  only  to  stationary  sources  and  the  other  applies  to 
projects  that  would  generate  population  or  employment  in  excess  of  regional 
projections. 


There  is  uncertainty  regarding  what  type  of  roadway  wUl  replace  the  Embarcadero 

Freeway  and  when  it  will  be  constructed.  Curbside  CO  concentrations  at  selected 

local  intersections  that  would  be  affected  by  project-generated  traffic  and  cumulative 

development  traffic  were  projected  for  conservative  conditions  (see  Table  7).  Traffic 
> 
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TABLE  8:  PROJECTED  DAILY  TRANSPORTATION -RELATED  AIR  POLLUTANT 
EMISSIONS 


(lbs,  per  dayVa/ 


Project 

2000  /a,b/ 

Total 

County 

Project  as  Percent 

Pollutant 

Library 

Museum 

Project 

2000  Id 

of  County 

Hydrocarbons 

10 

55 

65 

132,000 

<0.1 

Nitrogen  Oxides 

20 

100 

120 

77,000 

0.2 

Carbon  Monoxide 

300 

1,300 

1,600 

269,000 

0.6 

PM.o 

20 

80 

100 

89,000 

0.1 

Sulfur  Oxides/d/ 

5 

15 

20 

30,000 

<0.1 

/a/    Project  emissions  were  calculated  using  BAAQMD  EMFAC7D  vehicle  emission 
factors.  Emissions  of  HC,  NOj^^,  and  CO  include  an  assumed  six  minutes  of  idling 
time  per  vehicle  trip.  Emissions  of  particulates  include  dust  disturbed  from  roadway 
surfaces. 

Pol    Based  upon  a  weighted  daily  average  of  about  12,000  vehicle-mUes  traveled. 

/c/    San  Francisco  County  emissions  correspond  only  to  transportation-related  emissions 
based  on  Califomia  Air  Resources  Board,  emissions  Trends  For  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Basin,  Draft,  December  1989.  Based  on  1985  emissions  inventory. 

/d/   Sulfur  oxides  and  sulfur  dioxides  are  assumed  to  be  interchangeable. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


patterns  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  may  change  if  on-ramps  and  freeway  sections 
closed  due  to  earthquake  damage  are  reopened. 

Currently  (1991)  neither  the  one-  nor  the  eight-hour  air  quality  standards  are  being 
violated  at  any  of  the  study  intersections.  In  2000,  the  average  vehicle  is  expected  to 
emit  less  CO  than  in  1990,  due  to  ongoing  state  and  federal  emissions  controls.  Thus, 
air  pollutant  emissions  from  project-generated  traffic  at  the  study  intersections  are  not 
projected  to  violate  the  standards. 

Table  8  shows  projected  daily  emissions  of  air  pollutants  in  2000  from 
project-generated  traffic,  and  compares  them  with  San  Francisco  County 
transportation-related  emissions.  The  project  would  contribute  0.6  percent  or  less  to 
the  transportation-related  emissions  inventory  of  any  of  the  five  criteria  pollutants  for 
San  Francisco  in  2000.  which  is  below  the  one-percent  threshold  established  by  the 
BAAQMD  defining  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  air  quality.  Project  emissions 
would  not  exceed  the  other  significance  standards  established  by  the  BAAQMD./2/ 
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Emissions  of  particulates  resulting  from  construction  and  from  vehicle  trips  generated 
by  the  project  and  cumulative  development  would  increase  particulate  concentrations, 
which  could  increase  the  frequency  of  particulate  standard  violations  in  San  Francisco, 
with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility ./3/ 


NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

/I/    Dracott,  Joan,  Public  Information  Officer,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District, 
telephone  conversation,  July  19,  1991. 

Ill    The  550-lb.-per-day  standard  for  CO  applies  only  when  curbside  modeling  is  not 
performed. 

/3/    State  standards  for  particulate  matter  changed  in  1983  and  federal  standards  changed  in 
1987  to  concentrate  on  respirable  particulate  matter  (PMiq),  which  has  been 
demonstrated  to  have  health  implications  when  inhaled.  The  present  state  and  federal 
PMjQ  standards  are  50  ug/m^  and  150  ug/m^,  respectively,  of  respirable  particulate 
matter.  Although  both  the  previous  and  present  particulate  standards  are  measured  in 
ug/m^,  under  the  PMiq  standards  only  those  particulates  10  microns  or  less  in  size  are 
measured.  The  BAAQMD  (Thomas  Perardi)  has  stated  that  TSP  includes  about  50%  to 
60%  of  particulates  of  10  microns  or  less;  thus,  the  TSP  standards  are  generally 
equivalent  to  the  PMjq  standards.  BAAQMD  is  presently  monitoring  PMjq  at  seven 
Bay  area  monitoring  stations,  including  the  station  at  16th  and  Arkansas  Streets  in  San 
Francisco. 


F.  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 


Ambient  noise  in  the  project  vicinity  is  typical  of  noise  levels  in  downtown  San 
Francisco,  which  are  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including  tmcks,  cars,  MUNI 
buses  and  emergency  vehicles.  Sidewalk  noise  measurements  taken  on  Larkin  Street 
near  Grove  Street  during  the  weekday  evening  peak  commute  period  show  noise  levels 
of  about  66  dBA./l,2/.  The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan  indicates  a  day-night  average  noise  level  (L^)  of  65  dBA  in  the  Civic 
Center  area  in  1974  and  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  indicates  a  day -night  average  noise 
level  (L^)  of  75  dBA  on  Eighth  Street  in  1 984 ./3 ,4,5/ 


Short-term  noise  levels  were  measured  between  4:20  p.m.  and  6:30  p.m.  at  four 
locations  to  characterize  the  ambient  noise  in  the  project  area.  The  predominant  noise 
source  in  the  project  area  is  vehicular  traffic.  The  noise  levels  at  the  four  measurement 
locations  range  from  63  dBA  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  existing  Main  Library  to 
70  dBA  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton  and  Hyde  Streets.  The  intersections  of  Fulton  and 
Larkin  Streets  and  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets  both  measiured  67  dBA. 


164 


rV.  Environmental  Impacts 


Noise  was  measured  over  a  24-hour  period  on  Larkin  Street  between  Fulton  and  Grove 
Streets.  During  the  night  (10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.),  the  hourly  noise  level  ranged  from 
about  57  dBA  to  about  68  dBA.  During  the  day  (7:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.).  the  hourly 
noise  level  ranged  from  about  58  dBA  to  69  dBA.  The  noise  level  over  the  24-hour 
measurement  period  was  71  dBA,  L^.  (The  24-hour  average  is  higher  than  the  day  or 
night  levels  due  to  weighting  of  nighttime  noise. )/3/ 

Constmction  of  the  New  Main  Library,  which  would  take  place  over  a  period  of  about 
30  months,  would  increase  noise  levels  in  areas  surrounding  the  project  site. 
Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate  depending  on  construction  phase,  equipment 
type  and  duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or 
absence  of  barriers  between  noise  source  and  listener.  To  estimate  probable  noise 
impacts,  this  analysis  assumes  typical  equipment  and  construction  techniques.  Table  9 
shows  typical  exterior  noise  levels  associated  with  the  different  phases  of 
construction.  (See  Appendix  F,  p.  A-63,  for  a  table  of  typical  noise  levels  found  in  the 
everyday  environment.)  Interior  noise  levels  at  50  feet  from  the  noise  source  would  be 
about  10  to  15  dBA  less  than  those  shown  in  Table  9./6/  Closed  windows  would 
reduce  interior  noise  levels  by  about  20  dBA  below  the  exterior  noise  levels  shown  in 
Table  9.  Remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  to  serve  as  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  would  take  about  two  years  and  would  not  commence  until  after 
completion  of  the  New  Main  Library.  Noise  generated  would  be  expected  to  be 
somewhat  less  than  that  generated  by  construction  of  the  library  because  much  of  the 
work  would  be  indoors.  It  is  assumed  that  pile  driving  would  be  required  for 
construction  of  the  expansion  at  the  45  Hyde  Street  site./7/ 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of 
the  City  Police  Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  of  constmction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.  from  the 
source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  pile  drivers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both 
intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 
Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and 
7:00  a.m..  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  five  dBA  at  the  project 
property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 
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TABLE  9:  TYPICAL  COMMERCL\L/INDUSTRIAL  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 
LEVELS 


Estimated  Duration 

Construction  Phase  of  Phase  ( weeks )/a/  Average  Noise  Level  (dBA) 

Ground  clearing  4  84 

Excavation/b/  8  89 

Foundations/c/  26  78 

Erection  26  85 

Exterior  Finishing  17  89 


/a/   Construction  of  New  Main  Library  only;  construction/remodeling  of  existing 

library  building  would  produce  somewhat  less  noise, 
/b/   Includes  four  weeks  during  planned  initial  archaeological  excavation, 
/c/    Duration  includes  four  weeks  of  pile  driving;  noise  level  is  for  activities  other 

than  pile  driving.  Noise  levels  during  pile  driving  could  reach  101  dBA  at  50  ft. 

from  the  source. 

SOURCE:  Bolt,  Beranek  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction 
Equipment  and  Home  Appliances,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 


The  project  would  consist  of  a  six-story  (plus  basement)  library  building  and  a 
remodeled  building  containing  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The  existing  parking  lot  on  the 
New  Main  Library  block  would  be  eliminated.  The  single-story  building  currently  on 
the  New  Library  block  would  be  demolished  or  moved,  while  the  three-story  office 
building  on  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  would  be  demolished.  Project  construction 
would  generate  high  noise  levels  on  and  adjacent  to  the  construction  site  intermittently 
during  the  construction  period. 

The  project  would  require  pile  driving  for  placement  of  retaining  walls  during 
excavation  of  the  New  Main  Library  site,  for  shoring  of  the  truck  ramp  to  the  New 
Main  Library  and  Brooks  Hall  loading  areas,  and  for  foundations  for  the  addition  to 
the  existing  library.  Pile  driving  would  occur  intermittently  over  about  four  weeks  for 
construction  of  the  New  Main  Library;  hammering  would  occur  during  a  five-  to 
eight-minute  period  for  each  pile.  Conventional  unmuffled  and  unshielded  pile  drivers 
emit  typical  peak  noise  levels  of  101  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  ft.  and  95  dBA  at  a 
distance  of  100  ft.  each  time  the  driver  strikes  the  pile.  Pile  driving  for  the  addition  to 
the  existing  library  building  would  occur  over  a  shorter  period  of  time. 
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Vibration  from  the  impact  during  pile  driving  would  be  felt  in  adjacent  and  nearby 
buildings.  These  vibrations  have  been  found  to  be  more  disturbing  to  some  people 
than  high  noise  levels.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  permits  pile  driving 
operation  under  certain  conditions,  which  may  include  specifying  relatively  quiet 
equipment,  pre-drilling  pile  holes,  and  limiting  hours  of  operation  to  reduce  the 
number  of  people  exposed  to  noise  effects.  Pile  holes  probably  would  not  be 
pre-driUed  for  the  New  Main  Library  because  the  foundation  piles  would  be 
"withdrawal"  piles  that  prevent  building  uplift  and  depend  on  friction  for 
effectiveness./8/ 

Noise  levels  greater  than  60  dBA  can  interfere  with  normal  speech  and  concentration. 
Noise  levels  greater  than  70  dBA  would  require  workers  to  close  windows  or  shout  to 
communicate.  General  stress  reaction  has  been  observed  in  humans  exposed  to  brief 
sounds  of  75  dBA./9/  At  noise  levels  of  85  dBA,  normal  conversation  is  extremely 
difficult,  and  sleep  or  rest  virtually  impossible.  Intermittent  noises,  such  as  pile 
driving  noise,  have  a  psychological  effect  on  humans:  they  reduce  perception  of 
control  over  the  environment.  This  perceived  loss  of  control  frequently  results  in  a 
depressed  mood  and  depressed  motivation.  High  noise  levels  also  can  lead  to 
physiological  effects,  such  as  elevated  blood  pressure./lO/  Repeated  impulse  and 
intermittent  sounds  of  high  level  appear  more  likely  to  be  disruptive  than  continuous 
or  steady  sounds  of  comparable  level./ll/ 

The  U.S.  Department  of  H&HS  has  identified  maximum  non-occupational  noise 
exposure  criteria  recommended  in  order  to  avoid  hearing  damage  or  loss.  For  a  sound 
level  of  95  dBA,  the  recommended  maximum  daily  exposure  is  30  minutes./12/ 
Assuming  that  pile  driving  would  occur  for  eight  hours  per  day,  but  that  actual  impacts 
from  pile  driving  would  occur  for  no  more  than  five  minutes  per  hour  (for  a  total  of 
40  minutes  per  day),  the  hourly  average  noise  level  in  the  area  of  Grove  and  Larkin 
Streets  would  exceed  95  dBA.  This  effect  would  be  temporary  and  limited  to  within 
the  construction  period,  as  noted. 

While  project  construction  would  not  cause  hearing  loss,  there  would  be  a  a  perceptive 
increase  in  the  noise  levels  around  the  project  site.  Land  uses  adjacent  to  the  New 
Library  block  include  the  existing  San  Francisco  Main  Library  to  the  north, 
commercial  and  limited  residential  use  to  the  south,  and  open  space  to  the  west  and 
east.  Residents  of  the  Donnelly  Hotel  and  Chase  Hotel  to  the  south  of  the  project  site, 
approximately  200  feet  away,  would  be  adversely  affected  by  construction  noise. 
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Exterior  noise  levels  in  this  area,  during  the  noisiest  phase  of  construction  (pile 
driving),  would  be  about  89  dBA.  With  windows  open,  hotel  residents  would 
experience  interior  noise  levels  of  about  79  dBA  and,  with  windows  closed,  about 
69  dBA.  These  noise  levels  would  be  annoying  and  disruptive  to  hotel  residents  and 
staff,  especially  day  sleepers. 

Commercial  uses  across  Grove  Street,  approximately  70  feet  from  the  project  site, 
would  experience,  during  the  noisiest  phase  of  construction  (pile  driving),  exterior 
noise  levels  of  about  98  dBA.  This  exterior  noise  level  would  be  reduced  to  an  interior 
level  of  about  88  dBA,  with  windows  open,  or  to  about  78  dBA,  with  windows  closed. 
This  would  result  in  occupants  having  to  shout  to  communicate  and  would  make 
telephone  conversations  difficult.  The  existing  library  site,  at  Fulton  Street, 
approximately  150  feet  from  the  New  Main  Library's  northem  edge,  would  experience 
peak  exterior  noise  levels  of  about  93  dBA.  With  windows  open,  interior  noise  would 
be  about  83  dBA  and  with  windows  closed,  about  73  dBA.  These  noise  levels  could 
#  make  study  difficult,  and  could  disrupt  conversation  between  library  patrons  and  staff. 
Civic  Center  Plaza  would  experience  peak  noise  levels  of  approximately  95  dBA. 
Employees,  residents,  library  users,  occupants  of  the  adjacent  commercial  space,  and 
offices  would  be  adversely  affected.  Noise  levels  during  project  constmction  would  be 
higher  than  baseline  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  area. 

Constmction  noise  generated  by  the  remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library 
building  would  have  similar,  although  somewhat  less  substantial,  impacts  on 
residential  uses  and  Hastings  College  of  the  Law  across  McAllister  Street,  about 
50  feet  north  of  the  project  site,  on  the  Old  Federal  Office  Building,  about  50  feet  east, 
and  on  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Constmction  would  occur  over  a  period  of  about 
24  months.  It  is  expected  that  pUe  driving  would  occur  for  less  than  four  weeks. 

Additional  developments  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity  are  in  different  stages  of 
planning,  environmental  review,  project  approval,  or  constmction.  The  proposed  City 
office  building  at  450  McAllister  Street  is  in  early  planning  stages,  as  is  the  proposed 
Hastings  College  of  the  Law  project  on  the  blocks  bounded  by  Larkin  Street,  Golden 
Gate  Avenue,  Leavenworth  Street,  and  McAllister  Streets.  Interior  work  on  the  State 
Building  at  350  McAllister  Street  is  under  way.  Should  any  of  these  projects' 
constmction  schedules  coincide  with  that  of  the  New  Main  Library  or  Asian  Art 
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Museum,  noise  levels  could  increase  by  two  to  five  dBA.  This  increase  would  be 
audible  (dep>ending  on  the  loudness  of  activity)  and  would  probably  be  annoying,  since 
noise  from  construction  of  one  project  would  be  annoying  to  the  nearest  receptors 
(those  within  100  feet).  Should  one  project  be  completed  and  a  second  begin  soon 
after,  noise  impacts  would  be  prolonged. 


In  summary,  during  the  majority  of  construction  activity,  noise  levels  would  be  above 
existing  levels  in  the  project  area.  There  would  be  times,  particularly  during  the 
operation  of  pile  drivers  or  impact  wrenches,  when  noise  would  interfere  with  indoor 
activities  in  nearby  offices,  residences,  and  open  space  areas  adjacent  to  the  project 
site.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary  in  nature  and  limited  to  the  period  of 
constmction.  PUe  driving  would  be  scheduled  during  the  times  of  disturbance  to  the 
fewest  people,  as  a  measure  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  (Chapter  V.  Mitigation 
Measures,  p.  184).  Noise  generated  during  pUe  driving  could  be  reduced  by  erecting 
barriers  around  the  project  site.  Barriers  could  consist  of  berms  or  walls  that  would 
reflect  or  absorb  noise  and  create  an  acoustic  "shadow"  zone.  The  more  solid,  high 
and  wide  a  noise  barrier,  the  more  effective  would  be  the  noise  attenuation.  A  wall 
may  reduce  noise  by  up  to  20  dBA,  while  berm  may  reduce  noise  by  up  to  23 
dBA./13/  See  mitigation  measure  on  pp.  184,  which  has  been  rejected  by  the  project 
sponsor. 


NOTES  -  Construction  Noise 

/I/    Noise  was  measured  at  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets  by  ESA  staff  on  Wednesday, 

February  13,  1991,  between  4:25  p.m.  and  6:30  p.m.  with  a  dB-308  Meu-ologger  noise 
level  meter  which  was  calibrated  prior  to  and  following  the  measurement. 

121    A  decibel  (dB)  is  a  logarithmic  unit  of  sound  energy  intensity.  Sound  waves,  traveling 
outward  from  a  source,  exert  a  force  known  as  sound  pressure  level  (commonly  called 
"sound  level"),  measured  in  decibels.  A  dBA  is  a  decibel  corrected  for  the  variation  in 
frequency  response  to  the  typical  human  ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 
Noise  measurements  presented  in  this  section  are  given  in  dBA,  L^g.  L^q,  the 
energy-equivalent  noise  level,  is  the  equivalent  continuous  noise  level  wmch.  in  a  stated 
period,  would  contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  actual  time-varying  sound  level 
measured  during  the  same  period. 

/3/    L^jj^,  the  day-night  average  noise  level,  is  based  on  human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise 
exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  which  takes  into  account  the  greater  annoyance  of 
nighttime  noises.  Noise  between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher 
than  daytime  noise. 

/4/    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  Environmental 
Protection  Element,  p.  1.6.13.15. 
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/5/    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Case  No.  81. 3E, 
certified  October  18,  1984,  Volume  1,  pp.  IV.J.1-19,  particularly  Table  IV.J.2, 
pp.  IV.J.9-10. 

/6/    United  States  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway  Administration,  Policy 
and  Procedure  Memorandum  90-2,  February  8,  1973. 
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/1 3/  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Highway  Administration,  Highway  Noise, 
December  1978. 


G.  GEOLOGY  ANT)  SFTSMTnTY 

The  New  Library  block  ranges  from  about  43.2  feet,  San  Francisco  City  Datum  (SFD) 
at  the  southeast  end  to  about  50.5  feet,  SFD,  at  the  northwest  end./l/  The  site  is 
imderlain  by  2  to  14  feet  of  fill  consisting  primarily  of  medium  dense  silty  sand  with 
scattered  rock  and  brick  fragments.  The  fill  is  underlain  by  dense  dune  sand  deposits 
which  range  in  thickness  from  about  68  to  97  feet  and  contain  scattered  thin  lenses  of 
peat.  These  sand  deposits  are  considered  to  be  of  sufficient  strength  to  provide 
load-bearing  support  for  foundations. /2/  The  sands  are  imderlain  by  stiff  to  very  stiff 
silty  clay  and  sandy  clay  to  a  depth  of  100  feet,  the  maximum  depth  explored  by 
subsurface  borings./2/  Bedrock  is  probably  on  the  order  of  200  feet  in  depth  or  more  at 
the  site. 

The  southeast  comer  of  the  New  Library  block  extends  into  the  edge  of  an  area 
previously  delineated  as  having  the  potential  for  liquefaction  and  subsidence  hazards 
due  to  the  presence  of  fill  overlying  soft,  compressible  bay  muds./3/  These  soil 
conditions  are  known  to  underlie  a  relatively  broad  area  southeast  of  the  site;  however, 
geotechnical  borings  drilled  on  the  site  did  not  encoimter  soil  conditions  of  this  nature, 
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nor  did  a  geotechnical  boring  previously  drilled  in  Grove  Street,  approximately  50  feet 
south  of  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site./4/  Based  on  this  site-specific  subsurface  data, 
the  potential  for  significant  liquefaction  or  subsidence  at  the  site  is  considered  to  be 
relatively  low. 

Groundwater  measurements  made  at  the  site  in  December  1990  ranged  from  +23  feet 
to  +30  feet,  SFD.  These  measurements  were  made  at  the  end  of  the  dry  season  after 
four  consecutive  years  of  below-normal  rainfall.  Based  on  previous  investigations  in 
the  vicinity,  it  is  likely  that  groundwater  levels  could  be  five  to  ten  feet  higher  during 
periods  of  normal  or  above-normal  rainfall./2/ 

Excavation  for  the  basement  level  would  extend  to  an  elevation  of  about  20  feet,  SFD 
over  most  of  the  site  and  to  about  21  feet,  SFD  on  the  north  side  of  the  site.  The 
maximum  depth  of  excavation  (from  the  ground  surface)  would  be  about  35  feet. 

Dewatering  would  be  required  during  excavation.  Dewatering  could  cause  settlement 
of  adjacent  buildings.  Measures  to  mitigate  this  potential  impact  are  proposed  as  part 
of  the  project  or  are  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsors  (see  Chapter  V. 
Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  184  -  185).  Because  dewatering  would  be  expected  to  be 
confined  to  the  project  site,  and  because  there  are  no  other  structures  on  the  New 
Library  block,  special  measures  may  not  be  required  to  avoid  effects  on  nearby 
structures,  regardless  of  foundation  type./2/  Measures  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  on 
adjacent  streets  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  for  the  New  Main  Library  (see 
Chapter  V.  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  184  -  185). 

Shoring  would  be  required  to  retain  excavated  slopes  during  construction.  Soldier 
piles  and  lagging  would  be  used  to  retain  slopes  and,  in  conjunction  with  dewatering, 
would  minimize  the  inflow  of  water  during  construction.  The  building  contractor 
must  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and  the  Excavation  Standards  of 
the  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Agency  during  excavation  and  shoring 
procedures. 

A  concrete  mat  foundation  is  proposed  for  the  New  Main  Library.  Piles  would  be 
driven  to  support  the  walls  of  the  excavation  pit,  and  would  support  a  portion  of  the 
ramp  leading  to  the  basement-level  loading  dock  and  Brooks  Hall. 
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Further  soils  analysis  would  be  conducted  prior  to  construction  of  the  proposed 
addition  to  the  existing  Main  Library  as  part  of  the  renovation  to  accommodate  the 
Asian  Art  Museum.  A  geotechnical  report  would  be  prepared  by  a  Califomia-licensed 
geotechnical  engineer  prior  to  constmction.  The  recommendations  of  that  report 
would  be  followed  regarding  excavation  and  constmction;  it  is  anticipated  that  a 
drilled  pier  foundation,  including  driven  piles,  would  be  used./5/  (See  Section  IV.F. 
Constmction  Noise,  pp.  164  to  170,  for  a  discussion  of  constmction  noise  and 
vibration  impacts.) 

The  final  building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
(BBI).  In  reviewing  building  plans,  the  BBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources 
to  determine  existing  hazards  and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation.  Sources 
reviewed  include  maps  of  Special  Geologic  Study  Areas  and  known  landslide  areas  in 
San  Francisco  as  weU  as  the  building  inspectors'  working  knowledge  of  areas  of 
special  geologic  concem.  The  above-referenced  geotechnical  investigation  would  be 
available  for  use  by  the  BBI  during  its  review  of  building  permits  for  the  site.  Also, 
the  BBI  could  require  that  additional  site  specific  soils  report(s)  be  prepared  in 
conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as  needed. 

The  seismic  upgrading  of  the  existing  library  building  would  meet,  or  exceed,  the 
requirements  of  Sections  104(f)  and  2313(c)  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code. 
Section  104(f)  applies  to  pre-1973  buildings  proposed  for  expansion  or  intensification 
of  use.  Section  2313(c)  requires  reinforcing  of  older  buildings  to  the  seismic  force 
resistance  levels  that  were  required  in  the  1973  Uniform  Building  Code  for  new 
#  stmctures.  The  seismic  upgrade  of  the  existing  Main  Library  would  meet,  or  exceed, 
the  seismic  force  resistance  requirements  of  the  1991  Uniform  Building  Code./5a/ 

The  new  library  building  would  be  designed  to  exceed  current  seismic  engineering 
standards  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code.  (See  Mitigation  Measures  for  the 
project's  emergency  response  plan,  p.  185)  The  Code  is  designed  to  allow  for  some 
stmcmral  damage  to  buildings,  but  not  collapse,  during  a  major  earthquake.  The 
project  would  also  include  seismic  retrofitting  of  the  existing  library  building,  which 
would  be  used  to  contain  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The  project  would  demolish  or 
remove  the  existing  single-story  office  building  on  the  new  library  site  and  demolish 
the  three-story  office  building  adjacent  to  the  existing  library  building  in  order  to  allow 
the  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  and  its  subsequent  conversion  to  the 
Asian  Art  Museum.  The  new  and  retrofitted  buildings  on  the  site  would  be  more 
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resistant  to  eanhquake  damage  than  are  the  existing  buildings.  Persons  using  the  site 
after  the  proposed  development  would  probably  be  relatively  safer  than  those  using  the 
site  in  its  present  condition  in  the  event  of  a  major  earthquake. 

The  closest  active  faults  to  the  site  are  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  about  eight  miles 
southwest  of  the  site;  the  San  Gregorio  Fault,  about  12  miles  southwest  of  the  site;  and 
the  Hayward  and  Calaveras  Faults,  about  13  and  25  miles  east  of  the  site,  respectively. 
The  project  area  would  experience  Very  Strong  ground  shaking  during  a  major 
earthquake  (Intensity  Level  C  -  masonry  badly  cracked  with  occasional  collapse; 
frame  buildings  lurched  when  on  weak  underpinning  with  occasional  collapse). /3 ,6/ 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  includes  information  on  Seismic  Safety  issues  in  the  C-3 
District  of  downtown,  including  C-3  areas  within  one  block  of  the  project  site  on  the 
north  and  south.  That  information  remains  current.  The  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR 
provides  similar  information  for  that  area,  as  does  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  for  its  project 
area.  These  EIRs  do  not  provide  any  new  data  about  seismic  issues  that  establish  a 
need  for  revisions  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  information  or  conclusions. 

In  summary,  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  like  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay 
Area,  is  subject  to  ground  shaking  from  potentially  large  earthquakes  on  the  San 
Andreas  and  Hayward  Faults,  as  well  as  on  other  faults  in  the  region.  Relatively  more 
of  the  land  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  is  subject  to  violent  ground  shaking  intensity 
than  the  rest  of  the  City  because  the  eastern  edge  of  the  area  is  built  on  filled  land. 
Employment  growth  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity,  such  as  that  associated  with  the 
project,  would  result  in  larger  numbers  of  f>ersons  being  exposed  to  future  earthquake 
hazards  if  a  seismic  event  occurred  during  the  work  day.  New  buildings  are  subject  to 
more  stringent  buUding  and  structural  standards  than  are  older  buildings.  Therefore, 
persons  working  in  new  buildings  would  be  relatively  safer  than  those  in  some  older 
existing  buildings.  However,  during  an  earthquake,  glass,  and  in  some  cases  building 
cladding,  is  expected  to  endanger  those  on  the  streets  and  sidewalks.  The  bridges 
leading  to  and  from  San  Francisco  are  expected  to  be  closed  for  over  three  days  due  to 
damaged  access  ramps.  The  same  would  be  true  of  the  freeways  heading  south  to  the 
Peninsula.  MUNI  and  Caltrain  would  be  out  of  service  for  some  time,  and  power 
outages  would  occur  for  at  least  one  or  two  days  (see  Downtown  Plan  EIR, 
pp.  IV.K.l  -17a;  Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  II,  pp.  Vl.K.l  1-15  and  33-43;  South  of  Market 
EIR,  pp.  154-174). 
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A  moderate  earthquake  with  a  Richter  magnitude  of  7.1  occurred  in  the  Bay  Area  in 
October  1989.  The  epicenter  of  that  earthquake,  known  as  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake,  was  about  50  miles  from  the  project  site.  A  number  of  buildings  coUapsed 
or  were  jolted  off  their  foundations,  mostly  near  the  epicenter  area  but  also  in  other 
parts  of  the  Bay  Area,  including  San  Francisco  and  Oakland.  The  single  largest  cause 
of  deaths  was  due  to  the  collapse  of  a  two-tiered  freeway  structure,  known  as  the 
Cypress  Structure,  in  Oakland.  The  Cypress  Structure  has  since  been  demolished. 
Liquefaction  and  ground  settlement  occurred  in  places  farther  from  the  epicenter 
(primarily,  for  example,  in  the  Marina  and  South  of  Market  districts  in  San  Francisco 
and  at  the  Oakland  Intemational  Airport. 

In  San  Francisco,  the  most  serious  damage  occurred  in  the  Marina  District  and  in  the 
South-of-Market  District.  Much  of  the  heaviest  damage  in  these  areas  was  associated 
with  liquefaction  and  settlement  of  weak  saturated  soils.  Fires  resulted  from  ruptured 
utility  lines.  The  earthquake-damaged  Embarcadero  Freeway  has  been  demolished.  In 
general,  damage  was  lighter  in  areas  underlain  by  firmer  soils,  such  as  those  at  the 
project  site.  However,  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  did  cause  structural  and 
non-structural  damage  to  several  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  Two  State  office 
buildings  -  350  McAllister  Street,  buUt  in  1926,  and  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 
constructed  about  1960  -  remain  closed  due  to  structural  damage.  They  are  undergoing 
repair  and  are  scheduled  to  reopen  in  1995  and  1993,  respectively ./7/  The  existing 
Main  Library  was  closed  after  the  earthquake  because  book  stacks  on  the  building's 
north  side  were  loosened.  The  building  sustained  no  stmctural  damage  and  reopened, 
although  the  stack  area  is  closed  to  the  public./8/  City  Hall  and  the  City  Hall  Annex 
(450  McAllister  Street)  sustained  non-structural  damage  and  remain  open.  East  of  the 
project  site,  the  Main  Post  Office  and  Federal  Courts  Building  at  Seventh  and  Mission 
Streets  (just  outside  the  project  study  area)  remains  closed  after  sustaining  structural 
damage. 

The  type  of  damage  caused  by  the  1989  earthquake  is  typical  of  moderate-sized 
earthquakes.  Damage  that  occurred  at  distances  of  up  to  50  miles  from  the  epicenter  is 
evidence  that  the  project  area  may  be  adversely  affected  by  earthquakes  occurring  on 
any  of  the  region's  major  faults.  An  earthquake  of  similar  or  larger  magnitude  could 
occur  again  on  the  San  Andreas,  Hayward,  Calaveras  or  other  Bay  Area  faults.  The 
Mission  Bay  EIR  analyzes  seismic  impacts  for  an  8.4  magnitude  earthquake  on  the 
San  Andreas  Fault,  a  6.9  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  Hayward  Fault,  a  7.3  magnitude 
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earthquake  on  the  Calaveras  Fault,  and  a  7.1  magnitude  earthquake  on  the  San 
Gregorio  Fault  and  describes  dainage  conditions  that  generally  are  greater  than  what 
were  experienced  during  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Other  active  faults  in  the  region 
could  produce  smaller  earthquakes. 

NOTES  -  Geology  and  Seismicity 

III      San  Francisco  City  Datum  (SFD)  established  the  City's  zero  point  for  surveying 
purposes  at  approximately  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 

Ill      Geo-Resource  Consultants,  "Geoteclmical  Investigation,  The  San  Francisco  Main 
Library,  San  Francisco,"  California,  December  20,  1990. 

/3/      URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  1974. 

/4/      Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District,  February  7,  1991,  Logs  of  Borings,  Civic  Center 
Station,  San  Francisco,  California,  Log  of  Boring  S-702-23  dated  March  26,  1964. 

151      William  TumbuU  Associates.  Asian  Art  Museum  -  Main  Public  Library  Building:  A 
Feasibility  Study,  p.  49,  April  1988. 

%  /5a/    Niewiarowski.  Richard,  Principal,  Rutherford  &  Chekene,  Structural  Engineers, 
telephone  conversation,  February  3,  1992. 

161      URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation, 
1974.  Ground  shaking  intensities  in  San  Francisco  that  would  result  from  a  major 
earthquake  were  projected  and  classified  on  a  five-point  scale  ranging  from  E  (weak) 
through  A  (very  violent). 

/7/     Guthrie,  Larry,  Chief  of  Architecture  and  Engineering,  State  Architect's  Office, 
telephone  conversation,  March  28,  1991.  The  350  McAllister  Street  building  was 
scheduled  for  seismic  retrofitting  prior  to  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake. 

/8/      Smith,  Matthew,  Chief  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  telephone 
conversation,  March  27,  1991. 


H.  HAZARDS 

The  project  site  has  a  history  of  primarily  administrative  uses  for  almost  120  years.  It 
was  the  location  of  San  Francisco  City  Hall  from  1872  (start  of  construction)  until  the 
1906  earthquake  and  fire;  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  has  been  on  the  northern 
portion  of  the  site  since  19 15.  The  project  site  was  the  location  of  San  Francisco's 
first  cemetery  in  the  mid- i 9th  century.  Such  activities  do  not  typically  involve 
substantial  hazardous  material  use  and  do  not  suggest  the  potential  of  subsurface 
contamination  of  soil  or  groundwater.  Review  of  relevant  agency  files  did  not  reveal 
iuiy  known  contamination  on  the  project  site. 
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Land  can  be  affected  by  spills  or  contamination  at  adjacent  properties,  primarily 
through  groundwater  migration.  In  the  project  area,  groundwater  is  found  to  be  about 
20  to  24  feet  beneath  the  ground  surface  and  is  assumed  to  flow  to  the  southeast 
toward  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  area  surrounding  the  project  site  is  largely 
commercial  with  no  industrial  users  of  hazardous  materials.  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Health  files  were  reviewed  for  permitted  underground  storage 
tank  (UST)  locations  and  other  permitted  users  of  hazardous  materials.  The  records 
review  revealed  four  USTs  or  recent  UST  closures  on  property  adjacent  to  the  project 
site:  a  10,000  gallon  diesel  tank  at  the  State  Building,  350  McAllister  Street;  two 
10,000-gallon  diesel  tanks  at  the  City  steam  plant,  Larkin  and  McAllister  Streets;  three 
3,000-gallon  gasoline  tanks  and  one  500-gaIlon  waste  oil  tank  closed  in  1986  at  Civic 
Center  Garage;  and  one  3,000-gallon  diesel  tank  closed  in  place  in  1990  at  Hastings 
College  of  the  Law.  Each  of  the  last  two  sites  retains  a  permit  for  limited  storage 
(55-gallon  maximum)  of  hazardous  materials  for  routine  maintenance./l/ 

A  number  of  regulatory  agencies,  including  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board,  maintain  records  of  reported  tank  leaks  and  areas  of  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination.  No  underground  storage  tank  leaks  or  other  reports  of  known 
contamination  for  sites  surrounding  the  project  site  appeared  on  any  of  these 
lists./2,3,4/  Because  historic  site  uses  do  not  suggest  that  contaminated  soil  or 
groundwater  exists  on  the  project  site,  impacts  related  to  contaminated  soil  or 
groundwater  would  be  unlikely. 

A  common  hazard  in  older  buildings  is  electrical  equipment  such  as  transformers  that 
contain  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  organic  oils  that  formerly  were  used  as 
electrical  insulators.  None  of  the  project  site  buildings  house  transformers.  However, 
due  to  the  age  of  the  buildings,  it  is  likely  that  each  of  the  buildings  have  fluorescent 
lighting  fixtures  with  PCB -containing  ballasts. /5 ,6/  The  federal  Toxic  Substances 
Control  Act  specifically  mandates  EPA  to  regulate  PCBs,  which  cause  various  human 
health  effects  including  cancer. 

If  PCB -containing  electrical  equipment  were  not  handled  properly  during  removal, 
workers  (and  possibly  the  public)  could  be  exposed  to  PCBs.  Leaving  PCB-containing 
equipment  in  renovated  structures  can  cause  an  increase  in  the  potential  for  PCB 
exposure  in  case  of  an  accident  or  fire.  Because  PCBs  are  wholly  contained  within 
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electrical  devices,  the  risk  of  exposure  is  relatively  small  under  normal  conditions. 
Following  proper  legally  required  procedures  for  handling  PCB -containing  equipment 
during  maintenance  or  replacement  would  assure  that  impacts  are  mitigated.  Because 
PCBs  are  not  used  in  modem  construction,  exposure  to  potential  hazards  from  building 
materials  would  be  reduced  in  the  long-term  as  a  result  of  development  of  the  project. 

See  the  Initial  Study,  pp.  A.31-A.32,  for  a  discussion  of  asbestos  and  asbestos  removal 
in  buildings  on  the  project  site. 

NOTES  -  Hazardous  Materials 

/I/    San  Francisco  County,  Department  of  Public  Health,  hazardous  material  files, 
October,  17,  1991. 

Ill    Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  Fuel  Leak  List,  January  7,  1991. 

/3/    Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board.  North  Bay  Toxics  List,  January  9,  199L 

/4/    California  Governors  Office,  Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  Hazardous  Wastes  and 
Substances  Sites  List,  March,  1990. 

151    Walsh,  Richard,  Secretary  to  the  Library  Commission,  San  Francisco  Main  Library, 
telephone  conversation,  March  21,  1991. 

/6/    Cone,  John,  Building  Superintendent,  San  Francisco  City  Hall,  telephone  conversation, 
March  21,  1991. 

I.  GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

With  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library,  the  project  would  further  the  physical 
completion  of  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  envisioned  in 
the  1912  Civic  Center  Plan.  Marshall  Square,  site  of  the  proposed  new  library,  is  the 
last  remaining  major  underdeveloped  parcel  in  the  Civic  Center.  The  New  Main 
Library  and  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  both  would  be  compatible  with  existing 
land  uses  in  the  Civic  Center,  including  large-scale  government  and  other  civic 
facilities  and  services;  they  would  not  be  expected  to  generate  substantial  further 
increase  in  such  facilities  and  services,  in  peut  because  there  are  no  other  relatively 
large  developable  parcels.  Expansion  of  government  and  related  services,  including  a 
proposed  new  City  office  building  at  450  McAllister  Street  and  a  proposed 
development  sponsored  by  Ha.stings  College  of  the  Law,  is  currently  in  the  planning 
stages.  The  additional  patrons  drawn  to  the  Civic  Center  by  the  New  Main  Library 
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and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  could  generate  demand  for  additional  small-scale  retail  and 
service  establishments,  such  as  restaurants,  bookstores  and  gift  shops;  the  project 
would  include  such  uses. 

Net  new  employment  in  the  Civic  Center  as  a  result  of  the  project  (including  both  the 
New  Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum)  would  total  about  135  jobs.  Not  aU  of 
these  jobs  would  be  new  to  San  Francisco,  even  if  the  deYoung  Museum  were  to 
expand  into  the  former  quarters  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  hire  additional 
employees  to  replace  the  museum  employees  who  would  have  moved  to  Civic  Center. 
The  extent  that  net  new  employment  in  the  Civic  Center  would  be  net  new 
employment  in  San  Francisco  would  depend  on  the  use  of  existing  building  space 
vacated  as  a  result  of  the  project,  and  whether  the  new  uses  of  the  vacated  space 
resulted  in  the  creation  of  new  net  employment  in  San  Francisco.  If  the  project  were 
to  represent  net  new  employment  in  San  Francisco,  the  project  would  indirectly 
generate  about  115  additional  jobs  in  the  Bay  Area  through  the  multiplier  effect. 

The  project  consists  of  uses  expanding  and/or  relocating  from  other  San  Francisco 
locations,  rather  than  new  development  in  San  Francisco.  The  increase  in  employment 
at  the  project  site  would  not,  therefore,  necessarily  represent  employment  that  is  new 
to  San  Francisco.  It  is  expected  that  some  of  the  new  employees  generated  by  the 
project  would  live  in  San  Francisco.  Employment  growth,  however,  would  not  be 
reflected  directly  in  increased  demand  for  housing  and  city  services  to  residents,  as 
some  new  jobs  would  be  held  by  individuals  who  already  live  and  work  in  the  City; 
who  live  in  the  City  but  previously  worked  outside  the  City  or  did  not  work;  or  who 
live  outside  the  City.  Project  employment  would  incrementally  increase  housing 
demand  in  San  Francisco  and  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area. 

The  project  would  be  built  in  a  developed  urban  area,  and  no  expansion  of  the 
municipal  infrastmcture  not  already  under  consideration  would  be  required  to 
accommodate  new  development  and  increased  employment  due  to,  or  induced  by,  the 
project. 
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ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would 
reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Some  of 
these  measures  have  been,  or  would  be,  voluntarily  adopted  by  the  project  sponsors  or 
project  architects  and  contractors  and  thus  are  proposed;  some  are  under  consideration 
and  some  have  been  considered  and  rejected  by  the  project  sponsors.  Implementation 
of  some  may  be  the  responsibility  of  other  agencies.  Measures  under  consideration  or 
rejected  may  be  required  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  conditions  of  project 
approval,  if  the  project  were  to  be  approved.  Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  is 
discussed  below. 

There  are  several  items  required  by  law  that  would  serve  to  mitigate  impacts;  they  are 
summarized  here  for  informational  purposes.  These  measures  include;  no  use  of 
mirrored  glass  on  the  building  to  reduce  glare,  as  per  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  9212;  limitation  of  construction-related  noise  levels,  pursuant  to  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972);  and 
observance  of  State  and  federal  OSHA  safety  requirements  related  to  handling  and 
disposal  of  hazardous  materials. 

Measures  which  are  not  required  by  legislation  but  which  would  also  serve  to  mitigate 
environmental  impacts  apf)ear  below.  Mitigation  measures  preceded  by  an  asterisk  (*) 
are  from  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  A. 34). 

•  ARCHTTECTURAL,  HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•      Tlie  sponsors  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The  Environmental 
Review  Office  (ERO)  in  consultation  with  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB)  and  the  archaeologist  would  determine 
whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  A\  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on 
the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  and  historic  artifacts,  and 
the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 
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Given  tlie  archival  history  of  the  project  site,  an  historical  archaeologist  would  be 
present  during  site  excavation  and  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log. 
The  ERO  would  also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsors  in  assisting  such 
further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project 
excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  archaeological  resources  be  found  following  commencement  of 
excavation  activities,  the  archaeologist  would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find, 
and  immediately  report  to  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB .  Excavation  or 
construction  activities  which  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources 
would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  (cumulatively  for  all  instances 
where  the  ERO  has  required  a  delay  in  excavation  of  construction)  to  permit 
inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate.  Upon  receiving  the 
advice  of  the  consultants  and  the  LPAB ,  the  ERO  would  recommend  specific 
action  to  protect  the  resources,  if  necessary. 

Following  site  clearance,  an  appropriate  security  program  would  be  implemented 
to  prevent  looting.  Any  discovered  cultural  art^acts  assessed  as  significant  by  the 
archaeologist  upon  concurrence  by  the  ERO  and  the  President  of  the  LPAB  would 
be  placed  in  an  appropriate  repository  as  determined  by  the  ERO.  Copies  of  the 
reports  prepared  according  to  these  mitigation  measures  would  be  sent  to  the 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Office  at  Sonoma  State  University  along 
with  three  copies  to  the  ERO. 


#  MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS 

#  •      The  Asian  Art  Museum,  upon  assuming  jurisdiction  over  the  existing  Main 

Library  building,  could  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building  that  would 
not  remove  the  inscription  identifying  and  dedicating  the  existing  Main  Library 
building,  the  inscribed  names  of  literary  figures  on  the  end  bays  of  the  building, 
and  the  cement  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  and  would  not  lengthen 
the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building. 

#  •     The  Asian  Art  Museum  could  retain  all  14,  or  the  10  original  Piazzoni  murals  on 

the  second  floor  balcony  of  the  building. 

#  •      Should  the  Asian  Art  Museum  decide  to  remove  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the 

second  floor  balcony  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  the  Asian  Art 
Museum,  in  cooperation  with  the  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco,  could  locate 
a  suitable  site  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  relocation  of  the  murals.  Such 
a  site  could  be  approved  by  the  Arts  Commission. 

#  •      The  Asian  Art  Museum  staff  is  considering  covering  the  inscriptions  on  the 

existing  Main  Library,  and  covering  in  place  the  Piazzoni  murals,  rather  than 
removing  them. 

#  MEASURE  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  PUBUC  AGENCIES 

#  •      The  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  approving  transfer  of  jurisdiction  over  the  existing 

Main  Library  building  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  could  establish  as  a  condition 
that  the  museum  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building  that  would  comply 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for  Rehabilitation."  The 
determination  of  compliance  with  the  Standards  could  be  made  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  in  consultation  with  the  California  Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 
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TRANSPORTATION 


MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•  The  project  sponsors  would,  in  consultation  with  the  Municipal  Railway,  install 
eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts  for  MUNI  trolley 
wires  on  the  proposed  building  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive  the  right  to 
refuse  the  attachrnent  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  buildings  if  such  attachment  is 
done  at  City  expense. 

•  Secure  bicycle  storage  facilities  which  would,  at  a  minimum,  provide  safe  shelter 
would  be  provided  for  commuters  and  short-term  visitors  to  the  New  Main 
Library.  The  New  Main  Library  would  include  showers  for  employees  to 
encourage  bicycling  and  walking  as  commute  alternatives  for  employees  in  the 
project. 

•  The  ramp  leading  to  the  library  and  Brooks  Hall  loading  areas  would  include 
warning  devices  (lighted  signs  and  noise-emitting  devices)  to  alert  pedestrians  to 
vehicles  exiting  the  structure. 

Lighted  and  audible  indicators  would  be  installed  inside  the  library  loading  area 
to  alert  other  drivers  and  employees  to  the  presence  of  vehicles  using  the  loading 
ramp. 

•  Staff  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  Brooks  Hall  would  coordinate  tmck  loading 
and  unloading  activity  to  minimize  conflict  between  delivery  vehicles  serving  the 
two  uses.  Specifically,  the  library  would  schedule  deliveries  that  would  be  made 
by  semi-trailer  to  occur  on  days  when  there  would  be  no  scheduled  tmck  activity 
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at  Brooks  Hall.  Brooks  HaU  staff  would  provide  library  staff  with  a  schedule  of 
loading  and  unloading  activity  as  often  as  is  required  to  keep  library  staff  apprised 
of  scheduled  activity  at  the  Brooks  Hall  loading  area. 

•  In  order  to  provide  for  pedestrian  safety  during  the  construction  period  for  the 
New  Main  Library,  the  library's  construction  manager  would  ensure  that 
pedestrian  walkways  were  maintained  at  the  ends  of  Fulton  Street  at  Larkin  and 
Hyde  Streets  during  the  construction  period.  Four-foot  pedestrian  walkways 
would  be  provided  on  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets  where  construction  would 
preempt  sidewalk  space.  Similar  measures  would  be  employed  by  the  Asian  Art 
Museum's  contractor,  as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  Traffic  Engineering 
Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  during  remodeling  of  the 
existing  library  building  and  construction  of  the  addition  to  that  building. 

•  While  subsurface  sidewalk  vaults  are  discouraged,  if  vaults  are  included  in  the 
project,  the  project  sponsors  would  design  subsurface  sidewalk  vaults  to  aUow  for 
possible  future  widening  of  adjacent  streets.  Vault  design  would  be  of  sufficient 
strength  to  carry  maximum  vehicular  live  and  dynamic  loads.  Design  of  the  vault 
area  to  accommodate  street  trees  would  also  be  made,  subject  to  Department  of 
Public  Works  approval.  In  addition,  should  vaults  exist  or  be  installed  as  part  of 
the  project,  the  project  sponsors  would  accommodate  and  pay  for  the  installation 
of  all  subsurface  footings,  supports  and  foundations  as  may  be  required  for  future 
public  improvements  such  as  street  lights,  street  trees,  trolley  wire  poles,  signs, 
benches,  transit  shelters,  etc.  within  project  vault  areas.  Placement  of  such 
improvements  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  City. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  could  provide  traffic  control  personnel  on  Hyde  Street 
during  truck  movements  to  ensure  the  safety  of  pedestrians  and  to  minimize 
transit  and  automobile  traffic  disruption.  The  Museum  could  install  a  lighted  sign 
and/or  a  noise-emitting  device  at  the  entrance  to  its  loading  dock  to  alert 
pedestrians  to  vehicles  exiting  the  loading  area. 

•  The  Asian  Art  Museum  could  include  secure  bicycle  parking  facilities  for 
employees  and  visitors  and  could  provide  employee  showers  to  encourage  bicycle 
commuting. 

•  The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  the  sidewalk  area  (subject 
to  City  approval)  could  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize  interference  with 
pedestrian  traffic. 

•  During  the  construction  period,  construction  truck  movement  could  be  permitted 
only  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  (including 
transit)  conflicts.  The  project  sponsors  and  construction  contractor(s)  could  meet 
with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 
the  Fire  Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  pedestrian 
circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  nearby  projects 
that  are  planned  for  construction  or  which  later  become  known.  To  rninirnize 
cumulative  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  during  construction,  the  project 
sponsors  could  coordinate  with  construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent 
nearby  projects  that  are  planned  for  construction  or  become  known. 
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MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  OTHER  AGENCIES 

•  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  could  consider  permitting  the  use  of 
on-street  parking  spaces  on  the  east  side  of  Hyde  Street  between  McAllister  and 
Fulton  Street  as  a  'holding  area'  for  Brooks  Hail  trucks  on  days  of 
loading/unloading  activity  at  Brooks  Hall. 

•  The  New  Main  Library  and  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  addition  could  be 
designed  to  include  a  direct  underground  connection  to  the  Civic  Center 
BART  /  MUNI  Metro  Station,  making  transit  use  more  attractive  to  patrons  and 
employees.  This  would  require  public  funding  and  implementation  by  various 
local  and  other  agencies. 

•  Work  schedules  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  other  utilities  requiring 
trenching  could  be  coordinated,  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during 
weekends  and  off-peak  hours.  This  should  be  done  through  the  San  Francisco 
Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP). 
In-street  utilities  should  be  installed  at  the  same  time  as  the  street  is  opened  for 
construction  of  the  project  to  minimize  street  disruption. 

•  Brooks  Hall  staff  could  arrange  for  incoming  trucks,  making  deliveries  or 
pickups,  to  go  first  to  a  staging  area.  Trucks  would  be  dispatched  from  the 
staging  area  to  Brooks  Hall  when  adequate  capacity  were  available  within  the 
Brooks  Hall  loading  area  to  minimize  interference  with  library  loading  activity  or 
traffic  on  Hyde  Street. 

•  Brooks  Hall  staff  could  provide  traffic  control  in  the  form  of  personnel  stationed 
at  the  Hyde  Street  end  (mouth)  of  the  loading  ramp  during  tmck  movements  to 
ensure  the  safety  of  pedestrians  and  to  minimize  transit  and  automobile  traffic 
disruption  due  to  trucks  on  days  of  loading/unloading  activity  at  Brooks  Hall. 

•  Brooks  Hall  and  Civic  Auditorium  staff  could  encourage  organizations 
scheduling  events  at  those  facilities  to  include  information  on  public  transit 
accessibility  in  their  promotional  and  advertising  information. 

•  The  City  could  act  upon  or  endorse  the  implementation  of  transportation 
mitigations  described  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  Vol.  H,  Section  VI. E,  Mitigation, 
pp.  VI.E.214-VI.E.217  for  the  year  2000  and  VI.E.224-VI.E.231  for  2020,  and  in 
the  South  of  Market  EIR,  pp.  189-194.  The  measures  for  the  year  2000  include: 
constmction  and  maintaining  rail  rapid  transit  lines  from  downtown  San 
Francisco  to  suburban  corridors  and  major  non-downtown  centers  in  San 
Francisco;  increased  funding  for  Vehicle  Acquisition  Plans  for  San  Francisco  and 
regional  transit  agencies  to  expand  existing  non-rail  transit  service;  providing 
exclusive  transit  lanes  on  City  streets  and  on  freeways;  reducing  incentives  to 
drive  by  discouraging  long-term  parking;  encouraging  carpools,  vanpools,  and 
bicycle  use;  improving  pedestrian  circulation  within  downtown  San  Francisco; 
and  providing  transportation  brokerage  services.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  describes 
various  types  of  measures  to  illustrate  the  magnitude  of  improvements  needed  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  regional  growth  in  2020. 
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Some  of  the  implementing  actions  would  require  approval  by  decision-makers 
outside  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  many  of  the  measures  would 
require  action  by  City  agencies  other  than  the  City  Planning  Commission,  such  as 
the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  and/or  Board  of  Supervisors.  AU 
except  such  things  as  providing  transportation  brokers  would  require  funding 
from  or  approval  by  MTC.  These  measures  are  system-wide  measures  that  must 
be  implemented  by  public  agencies.  Other  than  project-specific  measures  such  as 
the  relevant  transportation  mitigation  measures  described  above  as  part  of  the 
project  or  such  measures  as  the  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee  assessment 
required  by  San  Francisco  ordinance  224-81  (not  applicable  to  the  project)  which 
contribute  indirectly  to  implementation  of  these  system-wide  measures,  it  is  not 
appropriate  to  impose  mitigation  at  system-wide  levels  on  individual  projects. 

AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*•    The  project  sponsors  would  require  tlie  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites 
with  water  regularly  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activities; 
sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover 
stockpiles  of  soils,  sand  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils, 
sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition, 
excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  PMi  q  emissions.  The 
project  sponsors  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from 
the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors  would  require 
the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  constmction  equipment  so  as  to 
minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  PMjq  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a 
prohibition  on  idling  of  motors  when  equipment  so  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are 
waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to 
reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the 
construction  period. 


NOISE 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*•    As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the 
project  sponsors  and  recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as 
part  of  the  proposed  buildings.  For  example,  such  design  features  could  include 
fixed  windows  and  climate  control. 

•      The  project  sponsors  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to 
determine  the  time  when  pUe  driving  would  cause  the  least  disturbance  to 
neighboring  uses.  The  project  sponsors  would  require  that  the  construction 
contractor(s)  limit  pile  driving  activity  to  result  in  least  disturbance  to  people. 
This  could  require  a  work  permit  from  the  Director  of  Public  Works  pursuant  to 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Section  2908,  if  pile  driving  during  nighttime 
hours  were  determined  to  be  less  disruptive  to  neighboring  uses. 
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•  The  project  contractor(s)  would  be  required  by  the  project  sponsors  to  use 
construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices. 

The  project  sponsors  would  require  that  the  project  contractor! s)  predrill  holes  (if 
feasible  based  on  soils)  for  piles  to  the  maximum  feasible  depth  to  minimize 
noise  and  vibration  from  pile  driving.  The  actual  pounding  from  pile  driving 
would  occur  during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  span  per  pile. 

MEASURE  CONSIDERED  AND  REJECTED  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS 

•  The  project  sponsors  could  require  the  general  contractor(s)  to  construct  barriers 
around  the  site  and  around  stationary  equipment  such  as  compressors,  which 
would  reduce  construction  noise  by  as  much  as  five  dBA,  and  to  locate  stationary 
equipment  in  pit  areas  or  excavated  areas,  as  these  areas  would  serve  as  noise 
barriers. 

•  The  project  sponsor  for  the  New  Main  Library  has  rejected  installation  of  barriers 
around  the  site  because  the  sponsor  does  not  expect  construction  activities  to 
generate  noise  levels  that  would  violate  the  City's  Noise  Ordinance.  The  sponsor 
believes  that  constructing  barriers  or  berms  around  the  approximately  35 -foot 
deep  excavation  site  to  reduce  this  impact  would  not  be  cost-effective./l/ 

GEOLOGY  /  TOPOGRAPHY  /  HYDROLOGY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical 
engineer  are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsors  and 
contractor(s)  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical 
report(s)  regarding  any  excavation  and  construction  for  the  project. 

•  If  de watering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  would  be 
retained  in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found 
necessary  by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 

•  The  project  sponsors  would  require  the  general  contractor(s)  to  install  and 
maintain  sediment  traps  in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  the  construction 
period  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain  /  sewer  lines,  if 
this  is  found  necessary  by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works. 

•  The  project  sponsors  and  contractor(s)  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the 
perimeter  of  shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring 
it.self.  Shoring  systems  would  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that 
substantial  movements  were  detected. 

•  Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this 
discussion,  the  soils  report  would  contain  a  detennination  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
lateral  and  .settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or 
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settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey 
is  recommended,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  that  a  Special 
Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project 
sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring.  Groundwater  observation  wells  would  be 
installed  to  monitor  the  level  of  the  water  table  and  other  instruments  would  be 
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used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  subsidence  were  to  occur  during  construction, 
groundwater  recharge  could  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor 
would  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Cost  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  under  the  street  would  be  home  by  the  project  sponsor. 

•  The  project  sponsors  and  contractor(s)  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of  adjacent  streets, 
utilities  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of  dewatering.  The 
present  proposed  scheme  for  the  New  Main  Library  is  to  install  or  soldier  piles 
and  lagging  around  the  New  Main  Library  site  and  then  install  dewatering  wells 
or  sumps  inside  the  wall  to  dewater  only  the  inside  area.  Monitoring  wells  would 
be  installed  around  the  outside  of  the  excavation  to  monitor  the  water  level 
throughout  the  construction  period.  Recharge  of  groundwater  could  be  performed 
if  a  substantial  drop  in  water  levels  took  place  outside  of  the  excavation. 

•  Preliminary  investigation  for  the  seismic  upgrade  of  the  existing  Library  building 
for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  indicates  that  dewatering  may  not  be  necessary.  A 
geotechnical  report  would  be  prepared  and  its  recommendations  followed. 

WATER  QUALITY 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•  See  the  second  and  third  measures  under  Geology  /  Topography  /  Hydrology, 
above,  for  mitigation  proposed  to  prevent  sediment  from  entering  storm  sewers. 

HAZARDS 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*•    In  order  to  reduce  potential  injury  to  buUding  occupants  during  an  earthquake  or 
other  catastrophic  emergency,  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plans  would 
be  developed  by  the  project  sponsors  or  building  management  staffs,  in 
consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  or  Emergency  Services  to  ensure 
coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's 
plans  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and 
implemented  by  building  management  insofar  as  feasible  before  issuance  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  buOding  permits. 

*•    To  expedite  implementation  of  the  City's  emergency  response  plan,  the  project 
sponsors  would  prominently  post  information  for  building  occupants  concerning 
what  to  do  in  the  event  of  a  disaster. 

•  Before  demolition  or  renovation  occurred,  the  project  sponsor(s)  would  ensure 
that  PCB-containing  equipment  is  removed  following  all  regulations  for  worker 
safety  and  disposed  of  as  a  regulated  waste. 

#  NOTE  -  Mitigation  Measures 

#  /I/      Ahel,  Russell,  Project  Manager.  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 

telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 
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VI.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  BP  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  and  with  Sections  15040.  15081  and  15082  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  identify  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or 
reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented,  as 
described  in  Chapter  V.  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  179  to  185. 

No  significant  project-specific  impacts  have  been  identified. 

Cumulative  development  in  the  Greater  Downtown  and  Vicinity  in  San  Francisco 
(which  includes  the  project  site)  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  in 
that  it  would  contribute  to  cumulative  traffic  increases  as  well  as  cumulative  passenger 
loadings  on  MUNI,  BART  and  other  regional  transit  carriers.  These  cumulative 
transportation  impacts  could  cause  violations  of  fine  particulate  matter  (PMj^q) 
standards  in  San  Francisco  with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility.  The 
proposed  project  would  contribute  to  these  cumulative  effects. 

#  The  project,  if  occupied,  would  increase  the  daytime  population  on  the  site  above 
existing  conditions,  that  would  be  subject  to  substantial  danger  during  a  major 
earthquake.  Although  the  New  Main  Library  would  meet  the  most  current  building 
and  seismic  engineering  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  and  the 
existing  main  library  building  would  be  seismically  reinforced,  greater  concentrations 
of  people  would  be  susceptible  to  injury.  Such  population  also  would  contribute  to 
congestion  which,  along  with  the  debris  in  the  streets,  would  impede  the  access  of 
emergency  services  responding  to  fire  and  other  earthquake-related  emergencies. 
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This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  discusses  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  each  altemative,  and  gives  the  sponsors'  reasons  that  the 
altematives  were  rejected  in  favor  of  the  project.  Regardless  of  the  reasons  for 
rejection,  the  Library  Commission,  and  later  the  Asian  Art  Commission  and 
Department  of  Public  Works  could  approve  an  altemative  instead  of  the  project  if  the 
decision  makers  believed  the  altemative  would  be  more  appropriate  for  the  site(s). 

A.    ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

DESCRIPTION 

This  altemative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  site.  The  100  Larkin  Street  City  office 
building,  surface  parking  lot  and  Pioneer  Monument  would  remain  on  Marshall 
Square,  and  the  Main  Library  would  remain  at  its  existing  location.  The  Asian  Art 
Museum  would  not  be  moved  from  Golden  Gate  Park.  Fulton  Street  would  not  be 
altered. 

This  altemative  would  preserve  the  option  to  develop  the  project  site(s)  in  the  future 
with  a  larger  or  smaller  development. 

IMPACTS 

Under  this  altemative,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the  project  would  occur. 
The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  altemative  would  be  generally  as  described 
in  the  Environmental  Setting  sections  of  this  report  (see  Chapter  HI.  Environmental 
Setting,  pp.  47  to  80).  Transportation,  noise,  and  air  quality  impacts  resulting  from 
project  construction  would  not  occur.  Future  transportation  and  air  quality  conditions 
(as  described  in  Chapter  IV.  Environmental  Impacts,  pp.  1 19  to  164)  would  reflect 
impacts  of  cumulative  development,  minus  the  project.  There  would  be  no  change  in 
energy  demand  or  demand  for  other  services/utilities  on  the  site.  Land  uses,  site 
views,  sliadow  and  winds  would  not  change.  There  would  be  no  change  in  population 
or  employment  on  the  project  site.  There  would  be  no  effects  on  architectural 
resources  on  the  project  site,  and  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  not  be  affected. 
Asbestos 
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and  PCB  removal  from  the  site  would  not  occur  as  it  would  with  the  project.  Under 
this  altemative,  there  would  be  seismic  strengthening  of  the  existing  library  building, 
similar  to  that  under  the  project,  but  probably  not  of  the  existing  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street  buildings,  and  therefore  the  corresponding  seismic  risks  with  the 
45  Hyde  Street  and  100  Larkin  Street  buildings  would  remain  as  at  present.  There 
would  be  no  effects  on  landscaping  on  the  site.  This  altemative  would  not  contribute 
to  cumulative  impacts  on  transportation  or  air  quality.  This  altemative  would  not 
potentially  create  new  jobs  in  the  Civic  Center  area  and  in  San  Francisco. 

B.  ALTERNATIVE  B:  PIONEER  MONUMENT 

This  altemative  includes  three  sub-alternatives.  The  first  is  retention  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  in  place  and  redesign  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  to  accommodate 
the  monument.  The  second  sub-alternative  discusses  the  impacts  of  relocating  the 
Pioneer  Monument  and  the  five  locations  currently  under  consideration  by  the  Arts 
Commission  as  part  of  the  project.  The  third  sub-alternative  discusses  potential 
temporary  storage  of  the  monument  pending  relocation  site  selection  and 
development.  The  EIR  describes  the  monument  primarily  in  Chapter  HI.B,  pp.  52  - 
68. 

B .  1 :  Pioneer  Monument.  Retain  in  Place 
DESCRIPTION 

This  altemative  would  retain  the  Pioneer  Monument  at  its  present  location  on  Marshall 
Square.  Under  this  altemative,  a  new  Main  Library  would  be  buUt  on  Marshall 
Square;  it  would  be  similar  to  the  project  library  but  with  the  Hyde  Street  /  Grove 
Street  comer  redesigned.  This  altemative  would  include  remodeling  and  expansion  of 
the  existing  library  building  to  contain  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  It  would  also  include 
constmction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall. 

Under  this  altemative,  square  footage  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be 
approximately  379,700  sq.  ft.,  about  17,300  sq.  ft.  less  :han  under  the  proposed  project, 
according  to  the  project  architect./l/  In  order  to  accommodate  the  monument,  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  building  (Hyde  and  Grove  Streets)  would  be  modified.  No 


188 


VII.  Alternatives 


auditorium  would  be  constructed  in  the  basement;  instead,  additional  storage  space 
would  take  the  place  of  the  auditorium  (less  total  buHding  space  would  be  provided  in 
the  basement  with  this  alternative).  Meeting  rooms  with  a  capacity  of  up  to 
250  persons  would  remain  a  feature  of  the  basement  level. 

Based  on  the  current  design  for  the  New  Main  Library,  retention  of  the  monument 
would  eliminate,  in  addition  to  the  auditorium,  the  outdoor  children's  terrace  on  the 
Upper  Main  floor,  and  reduce  the  space  allotted  to  the  Media  Studio,  the  Children's 
Program  Room,  the  Scholar  Center,  and  closed  book  stacks./2/  It  would  reduce  staff 
work  space  in  the  following  departments:  Children's  Services,  Newcomers'  Help,  Art 
and  Music,  the  Government  Information  Center,  and  the  San  Francisco  History 
Center./2/  Should  the  New  Main  Library  be  redesigned  within  the  same  footprint  as 
the  proposed  project  library,  most,  if  not  all,  of  these  activities  could  be 
accommodated  elsewhere  in  the  building  with  a  consequent  reduction  in  space  for 
other  departments  and/or  programs.  Altematively,  the  buUding  could  be  expanded  into 
the  Larkin  Street  and/or  Fulton  Street  setbacks  to  accommodate  these  activities  and 
progrcuns. 


IMPACTS 


Impacts  of  this  altemative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project.  Daily  trip 
generation  would  be  the  same  because  the  library  would  offer  essentially  the  same 
services.  Without  the  auditorium,  there  could  be  some  change  in  peaking 
characteristics  of  patron  trips,  particularly  in  the  evening  when  there  would  be  fewer 
trips;  this  change  would  not  measurably  affect  levels  of  service  at  study  intersections 
in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Construction  and  renovation-related  noise  and  air  quality  impacts  would  be  nearly 
identical  to  those  of  the  project.  Impacts  related  to  the  density  of  development  would 
be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  since  development  on  the  project  site 
would  be  nearly  identical  to  that  under  the  project.  Because  the  buUding  footprint  and 
exterior  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  similar  to  that  under  the  proposed  project, 
effects  related  to  subsurface  cultural  resources  and  biology  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  the  project.  Employment  would  l>e  identical  to  that  under  the  proposed  project,  as 
would  the  corresponding  exposure  to  seismic  hazards. 
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Energy  use,  demand  for  public  services,  and  cumulative  effects  related  to 
transportation  and  air  quality  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project.  Shadow  and 
wind  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  project.  Effects  on  views  would  be 
the  same,  except  at  the  comer  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  where  the  Pioneer 
Monument  would  stand  in  the  foreground  of  the  New  Main  Library.  Effects  on 
architectural  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  project,  with  the  exception 
that  the  monument  would  remain  in  its  original  1894  location.  This  altemative  would 
avoid  any  potential  effects  of  moving  the  monument.  However,  the  monument  would 
be  subject  to  potential  construction-related  effects.  As  the  only  remaining  structure  on 
the  New  Library  block,  the  monument  could  require  shoring  and  a  temporary 
protective  structure  during  construction. 

The  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  organization  advocates  retention  of  the  monument  in 
place  (see  Figure  36).  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  has  developed  an  altemative  that 
would  maintain  the  same  floor  area  as  the  project,  by  two  design  changes.  One  change 
would  be  to  fiU  in  the  notch,  or  space,  shown  at  the  northeast  comer  in  the  project 
design.  (The  notch  corresponds  to  a  notch  at  the  existing  library,  formed  where  the 
east  wall  of  the  library  and  the  45  Hyde  Street  building  meet.)  Second,  the  New  Main 
library,  in  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  altemative,  would  extend  six  feet,  eight  inches 
further  north  than  the  project  (along  Fulton  Street  in  the  setback  area).  This  extension 
would  represent  about  four  percent  of  the  building  width.  There  would  be  an  outdoor 
play  area  in  a  loggia  outside  the  Children's  Library  and  a  southeast-oriented  plaza 
around  the  monument. 

This  altemative  would  include  the  same  library  activities  as  the  project.  Some 
replanning  would  be  necessary  to  accommodate  the  library's  program  within  a 
different  building  floor  plate. 

REASONS  FOR  REJECTION 

The  project  sponsor  considered  this  altemative  in  developing  the  project.  The  project 
sponsor  has  rejected  this  altemative  in  favor  of  the  current  proposal  because  it  would 
not  allow  the  constmction  of  an  auditorium  in  the  proposed  new  Main  Library. 
Because  the  library  use  is  different  from  an  office  building  in  which  partitions  are 
movable  in  plan,  the  project  sponsor  believes  the  library  program  as  currently  designed 
could  not  be  retained,  if  the  same  floor  area  were  provided  in  a  different 
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configuration.  In  the  sponsor's  view,  this  alternative  would  entail  the  loss  of  some 
program  space,  including  the  proposed  children's  outdoor  terrace.  In  addition, 
retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  in  the  sponsor's  view  would 
result  in  the  monument  being  "crowded"  by  the  new  library  and  would  remove  any 
visual  link  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall. 

B.2:  Pioneer  Monument.  Relocate  within  Civic  Center 

DESCRIPTION 

The  project  includes  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  This  alternative  describes 
the  five  locations  currently  under  consideration  by  the  Arts  Commission  for  relocation 
•  of  the  Pioneer  Monument/3/,  and  a  sixth  location  which  was  subsequently  suggested. 
The  project  includes  relocation  of  the  monument.  The  Arts  Commission  has 
jurisdiction  over  publicly  installed  art  and  must  approve  a  decision  to  relocate  the 
monument,  as  well  as  the  relocation  site.  The  Federal  Section  106  process  could  be 
triggered  if  federal  funds  were  to  be  used  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  the  monument 
(see  Chapter  III.B.,  pp.  57  -  58  for  a  description  of  the  Section  106  process.) 

A  preliminary  feasibility  study  has  considered  relocation  of  the  monument./4/  The 
study  addresses  conditions  including  underground  structures  at  each  potential 
relocation  site  and  the  composition  of  and  means  of  disassembling  and  reassembling 
the  monument. 

According  to  the  preliminary  feasibility  study  the  central  colunm  and  four  piers,  all  of 
which  are  'topped  by  metal  statues,  are  composed  of  pieces  of  granite  each  weighing 
between  two  and  20  tons.  The  entire  monument  is  estimated  to  weigh  about  560  tons, 
excluding  the  concrete  foundation. 

Relocation  to  each  of  the  five  potential  sites,  given  the  weight  of  the  monument,  would 
require  dismantling.  Each  of  the  five  statues  that  stand  atop  granite  columns, 
including  the  central  figure  of  California,  as  well  as  some  other  metal  pieces,  would 
have  to  be  removed.  The  central  column  and  each  of  the  four  smaller  granite  piers 
would  be  marked,  disassembled,  moved  and  then  reassembled  at  the  new  site.  The 
Library  Foundation,  a  private  fundraising  organization  that  is  raising  money  for 
interior  furnishings  for  the  New  Main  Library,  would  be  primarily  responsible  for  the 
cost  of  relocation,  including  structural  underpinning  required  to  support  the 
monument.  The  foundation  has  set  aside  $750,000  for  moving  the  monument./5/ 
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Other  than  effects  on  the  monument  itself  and  associated  changes  in  the  library 
development  program,  building  envelope  and  views  of  the  monument  described  in 
Alternative  B-1  above,  impacts  of  this  altemative  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  project 
plus  site-specific  impacts  at  each  location.  Figure  37  illustrates  the  potential 
relocation  sites  under  consideration  by  the  Arts  Commission;  locations  on  the  figure 
are  approximate,  and  orientation  of  the  monument  is  for  illustration  only. 

The  Pioneer  Monument  was  erected  in  1 894.  It  remains  at  its  original  location, 
altiiough  the  surroundings  including  the  street  grid  have  changed  and  the  ground 
around  the  monument  has  been  regraded,  so  that  the  monument  is  now  higher  above 
the  ground  (see  Figures  14  and  15,  pp.  63  and  65,  for  photos  of  the  monument). 

Descriptions  of  the  relocation  altemative  sites,  based  on  the  preliminary  study,  provide 
general  information  on  the  feasibility  of  each  location  and  rough  cost  estimates  which 
range  from  about  $500,000  (Fulton  Street,  midblock  between  the  museum  and  library) 
to  an  assumed  multi-million  dollar  figure  (U.N.  Plaza,  above  BART,  MUNI).; 
additional  engineering  and  consulting  fees  could  add  $100,000  to  $250,000  to  the  cost 
of  relocating  the  monument  to  each  site.  This  information,  esp>ecially  cost  estimates, 
could  change  with  further  examination. 

Relocation  of  the  monument  would  be  expected  to  take  two  to  four  months,  plus  six  to 
eight  months  for  advance  engineering  design. 

a)  Fulton  Street  Mall 

The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  on  axis  with  an  imaginary  line  drawn  through  the 
center  of  City  Hall,  establishing  at  a  distance  a  relationship  between  the  monument 
and  City  Hail;  originally,  the  monument  stood  directly  in  front  of  old  City  Hall  (see 
Figure  15,  p.  65).  If  located  at  the  center  of  the  mall  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets, 
the  monument  would  be  about  800  feet  from  City  Hall  compared  to  its  pre- 1906 
location  about  250  feet  from  Old  City  Hall. 

The  feasibility  study  considered  two  Fulton  Mall  locations:  midblock  between  the 
entrances  of  the  existing  and  proposed  libraries,  and  the  center  of  Fulton  Street  at 
Larkin  Street.  Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall 
would  have  to  follow  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  loading  area.  The 
monument  would  have  to  be  stored  temporarily  (see  discussion,  p.  197). 
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Based  on  the  preliminary  feasibility  study,  if  the  Pioneer  Monument  were  relocated  to 
the  center  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  a  concrete  mat  foundation  probably  could  be  used; 
there  is  a  possibility  that  the  library  /  Brooks  Hall  loading  ramp  or  the  wall(s)  of  the 
loading  area(s)  serving  one  or  both  facilities  would  need  strengthening.  Some 
relocation  of  utilities  could  be  required.  If  the  Civic  Center  Garage  were  expanded 
beneath  the  proposed  mall,  structural  underpinning  would  be  required  to  support  the 
weight  of  the  monument.  Subsurface  support  requirements  and  utility  relocation 
would  add  to  the  cost  of  relocation.  The  feasibility  study  did  not  assume  expansion  of 
Civic  Center  Garage  beneath  Fulton  Street. 

b)  United  Nations  Plaza 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  Market  Street  end  of  United  Nations  Plaza 
would  place  the  monument  on  axis  with  City  Hall,  at  a  greater  distance  (about 
1 ,500  feet  from  City  Hall)  than  the  Fulton  Street  Mall. 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  United  Nations  Plaza  would  require  approval 
from  BART  and  MUNI  because  the  site  is  above  their  underground  Civic  Center 
Station,  and  possibly  the  approval  of  other  agencies.  Structural  underpiiming  in  the 
subway  station  would  be  necessary  to  support  the  monument  at  this  location.  Potential 
disruption  to  transit  service  would  have  to  be  considered  in  relation  to  underpinning. 
The  degree  of  support  and  strengthening  of  the  station  would  probably  make  the  cost 
of  this  alternative  prohibitive./4/ 

c)  Civic  Center  Plaza 

At  this  location  near  the  southern  edge  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  across  Grove  Street  from 
the  Civic  Auditorium,  the  monument  would  be  off  axis  with  City  Hall  but  would  be  on 
cross-axis  with  proposed  fountains  m  the  redesigned  United  Nations  Plaza  (see 
Figure  37,  p.  194).  The  monument  would  be  about  275  feet  from  City  Hall  and  about 
400  feet  from  the  City  Hall  entrance  on  Polk  Street. 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  south  side  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  could 
occur  prior  to  completion  of  the  libraiy  building  program.  This  location  would  be 
above  Brooks  Hall  and  would  require  strengthening  the  roof  and  supporting  columns 
and  floors  of  Brooks  Hall  to  support  the  monument.  TTliere  could  be  some  disniption 
of  activity  at  Brooks  Hall. 
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d)  Comer  of  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets 

This  location  would  be  diagonally  across  the  New  Library  block  from  the  current 
location  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  and  about  600  feet  from  City  Hall.  At  this 
location,  the  monument  would  not  be  on  axis  with  City  Hall.  This  location  would  be 
at  least  partially  within  the  setback  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  of  the  New 
Main  Library  but  would  not  affect  the  footprint  of  the  new  library  building. 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets  comer  could  not 
feasibly  be  accomplished  until  after  constmction  of  the  New  Main  Library  basement 
level  /  loading  area.  The  monument  would  probably  be  placed  in  storage  untU  the  site 
were  ready  (see  discussion,  p.  197).  At  this  location,  the  monument  would  be  directly 
above  the  loading  area  of  the  new  library.  As  a  result,  additional  strengthening  beyond 
that  included  in  the  current  library  design  would  have  to  be  incorporated  into 
constmction  of  the  building. 

The  monument  would  have  to  be  set  at  an  angle  to  accommodate  its  size  at  this 
location. 

e)  InFrontof  City  Hall 

The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  on  axis  with  City  Hall,  between  about  150  to 
450  feet  to  the  east  within  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  on  axis  with  existing  sculpture  in 
the  United  Nations  Plaza.  The  monument  could  be  placed  anywhere  within  the  area 
now  occupied  by  the  reflecting  pools. 

The  monument  could  not  be  relocated  untU  reconstmction  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  had 
begun  and  would  probably  be  placed  in  storage  at  least  until  removal  of  the  existing 
reflecting  ponds  (see  discussion,  p.  197).  Relocation  of  the  monument  to  Civic  Center 
Plaza  would  require  stmctural  underpinning  and  strengthening  in  the  subsurface  Civic 
Center  Garage  for  all  three  subsurface  levels  to  support  the  weight  of  the  monimient. 
Some  parking  spaces  could  be  lost. 

#  f)  Between  the  Veterans'  Building  and  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House 

#  Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  War  Memorial  Court  would  place  the 
monument  on  axis  with,  on  the  west  side  of.  City  Hall.  The  monument  thus  would  be 
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on  the  opposite  side  of  City  Hall  from  the  majority  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings  that 
are  contributory  to  the  three  historic  districts.  Depending  on  the  precise  location 
within  War  Memorial  Court,  the  monument  would  be  about  400  feet  from  City  Hall. 

#  Structural  underpinning  could  be  required  at  this  location,  depending  on  subsurface 
soil  conditions  and/or  structures.  A  service  tunnel  linking  the  Opera  House  with  the 
Veterans'  Building  extends  under  part  of  the  court.  Relocation  to  this  site  could  occur 
without  waiting  for  other  construction  activities,  depending  on  the  need  for 
underpinning.  Some  modification  of  the  parking  area  west  of  the  Opera  House  and 
Veterans'  Building  could  be  required  for  this  altemative. 
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B.3  Pioneer  Monument.  Temporary  Storage 
DESCRIPTION 

This  altemative  would  entail  removal  of  tiie  Pioneer  Monument  from  its  current 
location,  and  storage  of  the  monument  in  a  secured,  enclosed  City-owned  facility 
pending  site  selection  and  development.  Relocation  of  the  monument  to  a  temporary 
storage  location  would  require  that  it  be  dismantled  (see  discussion  of  monimient 
dismantling  procedures  under  Altemative  B.2,  pp.  192  -  196).  The  Library 
Foundation,  a  private  fund  raising  foundation  that  is  raising  money  for  interior 
furnishings  for  the  new  Main  Library,  would  pay  the  costs  of  monument  relocation  and 
storage.  The  Federal  Section  106  process  could  be  involved  in  the  monument 
relocation  if  federal  funds  were  included  in  the  cost  of  the  relocation  (See  Chapter 
ni.B;  pp.  57  -  58  regarding  the  Section  106  process). 

Storage  of  the  monument  would  occur  prior  to  the  start  of  construction  at  the  new 
Main  Library  site.  Unless  the  monument  were  relocated  to  the  Fulton  Street  Mall, 
shoring  of  the  site  for  the  new  monument  would  likely  be  required  to  provide  adequate 
support  beneath  the  new  monument  site;  under  this  altemative,  all  required  technical 
evaluation  and  preparatory  work  for  the  new  site  could  be  conducted  while  the 
monument  was  in  storage.  This  altemative  would  not  require  any  protective  structure 
to  be  placed  around  the  monument  during  construction  activities  of  the  project; 
however,  relocation  of  the  monument  twice,  required  under  this  altemative,  would 
subsequently  increase  the  possibility  of  damage  to  the  monument  incurred  during  its 
movement. 

If  storage  of  monument  were  long-term,  for  example  25  years,  it  could  be  considered 
to  have  historic,  Architecmral,  and  Cultural  impacts  related  to  removing  an  historic 
sculpture  from  public  view. 

C  ALTERNATIVE  C:  ALTERNATIVE  SITE 

DESCRIPTION 

Under  this  altemative,  a  New  Main  Library  would  be  constracted  at  an  altemative  site; 
the  potential  sites  analyzed  are  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area,  south 
of  Market  Street.  Marshall  Square  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  the 
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100  Larkin  Street  City  office  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and  Pioneer  Monument 
remaining  in  their  current  locations.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  relocated  to  the 
existing  Main  Library  building,  as  with  the  project.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  might  or 
might  not  be  constructed  under  this  alternative,  as  with  the  project. 

#  Under  this  altemative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  on  Central  Block  2 
in  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the  block  bounded  by  Mission,  Howard,  Third  and  Fourth 
Streets,  or  on  East  Block  2,  the  block  bounded  by  Mission,  Howard,  and  Third  Streets 
and  a  line  about  mid-block  between  Third  and  New  Montgomery  Streets.  On  Central 
Block  2,  the  library  could  be  built  on  the  west  (Fourth  Street)  side  of  the  block, 

#  occupying  space  currently  planned  for  a  retail  building  and  parking.  On  East 
Block  2,  the  library  could  be  built  either  north  or  south  of  the  parcel  on  Third  Street 
planned  for  the  relocated  Museum  of  Modem  Art;  the  lots  north  and  south  of  this  site 
are  currently  planned  for  office  space.  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  this  altemative  would 
require  agency  approval. 

A  library  would  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  culturally  oriented  uses  of  this  portion 
of  the  redevelopment  project.  As  noted,  the  altemative  sites  are  near  the  proposed  new 
location  of  the  Museum  of  Modem  Art,  for  which  a  design  has  been  tentatively 
approved  and  constmction  is  scheduled  to  begin  1992./6/ 

Under  this  altemative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  approximately  the  same  size  as 
the  library  component  of  the  proposed  project,  although  it  would  likely  differ  in  layout 
and  exterior  design,  and  could  be  integrated  with  one  or  more  currently  planned 
stmctures.  Library  uses  would  be  the  same  as  those  proposed  in  the  project  and  would 
total  about  400,000  sq.  ft.,  as  in  the  proposed  project. 

Under  this  altemative,  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  relocated  to  the  existing 
library  building,  as  under  the  proposed  project.  Following  construction  of  the  New 
Main  Library  at  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  relocation  of  all  library  services,  the  Asian 
Art  Commission  would  undertake  remodeling  of  the  existing  library  building, 
including  seismic  upgrading  of  the  existing  building,  demolition  of  the  45  Hyde  Street 
building  and  constmction  of  an  addition  to  the  existing  library  building,  as  under  the 
project. 
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The  Fulton  Street  Mall  might  be  constructed  under  this  alternative.  Without  the  new 
library,  the  overall  Civic  Center  plan,  of  which  the  mall  is  a  part,  would  be  reduced  in 
scope.    Were  the  mall  not  constructed,  Fulton  Street  would  remain  a  public  street 
with  about  90  on-street  parking  spaces. 

This  altemative  would  preserve  the  option  to  develop  a  similar  or  different 
development  program  on  Marshall  Square  in  the  future. 

•  BACKGROUND 

•  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Redevelopment  Project  has  a  long  history.  The 
California  Community  Redevelopment  Law  was  adopted  in  1945  as  a  basis  for 
fostering  new  building  and  development  programs  after  World  War  11,  in  urban  areas 
identified  as  blighted  under  the  terms  of  the  law.  The  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  established  a  Redevelopment  Agency  in  1948.  In  1953  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  designated  19  blocks  as  redevelopment  area  "D"  in  the  South-of-Market 
District.  After  five  years  of  study  and  debate,  this  decision  was  reversed,  and  in  1958 
the  area  was  undesignated  as  a  redevelopment  area.  However,  in  1961,  this  decision 
was  in  turn  reversed,  and  area  "D"  (later  to  become  YBC)  was  redesignated  with 
different  boundaries.  The  official  Redevelopment  Plan  was  originally  adopted  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  April  25,  1966.  When  planning  and  implementation  of  the 
plans  for  YBC  reached  the  point  of  property  acquisition  and  relocation  of  businesses 
and  residences,  several  suits  were  fUed  in  local  and  federal  courts.  Some  involved 
prolonged  litigation  and  resulted  in  substantial  delays  to  the  project.  They  resulted 
also  in  project  changes  representing  expressed  community  interests,  such  as  inclusion 
of  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  to  partially  compensate  for  major  dislocations  of 
low -income  residents  of  the  redevelopment  area,  including  3,170  single  persons  and 
250  families. 

•  On  August  31,  1976,  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba  Buena  Center 
recommended  17  items  be  incorporated  in  the  plan  for  YBC,  including  an  underground 
exhibit  hall  and  finzmcing  mechanisms  for  an  urban  park.  On  November  2,  1976, 

San  Francisco  voters  approved  a  declaration  of  policy  that  "the  City  construct  a 
convention  exhibit  hall  at  YBC  using  a  four  percent  hotel  room  tax  to  finance  lease 
revenue  bonds,  underground  if  financially  feasible."  Several  changes  in  permitted  land 
use  and  density  in  the  redevelopment  area  were  incorporated  into  a  YBC 
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Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  13,  1979.  The  Moscone  Center  has 
since  been  constructed  and  was  opened  on  December  10,  1981. 

#  The  Redevelopment  Agency  selected  the  Marriott  Corporation,  the  Rouse  Company, 
and  Olympia  &  York  to  develop  the  22-acre  central  portion  of  YBC  known  as  Yerba 
Buena  Gardens.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer 
began  a  period  of  exclusive  negotiations  leading  to  a  proposed  Disposition  and 
Development  Agreement  (DDA).  During  the  negotiations,  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  staff  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  received  guidance  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  in  establishing  parameters  for  the  general  design 
principles,  the  general  design  principles  applicable  to  urban  design,  and  whether 
housing  should  be  built  in  addition  to  other  permitted  uses. 

#  At  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  indicated 
its  preference  for  the  design  principles  associated  with  development  of  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens.  The  Commission  further  indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles 
embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled  "The  Esplanade,"  an  open  plaza  to  extend  from 
St.  Patrick's  Church  on  Mission  Street  to  Moscone  Center.  In  1982,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  focused  on  a  single  development  proposal  for  YBC  called  the 
"Main  Program."  On  December  19,  1984,  the  Agency  entered  into  a  DDA  with  the 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  that  was  to  govern  the  development  of  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens.  This  DDA  proposed  development  of  the  four  so-called  "Central  Blocks"  (the 
blocks  bounded  by  Third,  Harrison,  Fourth  and  Market  Streets)  and  East  Block  2  in 
three  phases.  The  agreement  included  development  of  the  Marriott  Hotel  and 
development  of  office,  recreational  and  entertainment,  and  retail  uses. 

#  The  initial  idea  for  open  space  within  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  is  attributed  to  the  1976 
Mayor's  Select  Committee.  As  part  of  its  set  of  recommendations,  the  committee 
recommended  that  an  urban  park  be  included  within  the  central  blocks.  Since  1988,  a 
private  citizen's  group  (Friends  of  the  Gardens)  has  been  involved  in  the  planning  for 
the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  This  group  has  advocated  the  development  of  open  space, 
recreational  and  cultural  uses  within  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Friends' 
recommendations  have  included  providing  water  elements,  an  ice  rink,  a  children's 
play  area,  a  child  care  facility,  space  for  outdoor  concerts,  active  use  areas,  sculptures, 
cultural  uses  and  gardens  as  piul  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Development. 
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#  A  proposed  amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  would  revise  the  scope  of  development 
and  would  establish  the  financial  terms  and  conditions  for  the  conveyance  of  two 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens  parcels  on  East  Block  2  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer, 
currently  is  under  consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  also  has  entered  into  a  separate  DDA  with  the  Museum  of 
Modem  Art  for  a  200,000-square-foot  facility  on  East  Block  2  and  a  separate  Land 
Disposition  Agreement  with  Griffin  /  Related  Properties  for  a  492,000-sq.  ft.  office 
building. 

#  The  environmental  documentation  accompanying  the  administrative  process  described 
for  YBC  has  proceeded  largely  from  the  general  to  the  specific.  In  1978,  the  YBC 
FEIR  evaluated  four  prototypical  alternatives  to  YBC  ranging  from  relatively  low 
density  to  relatively  high  density.  The  First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements 
investigated  in  more  detail  specific  proposals  for  limited  portions  of  the  YBC  area. 
The  current  YBC  Subsequent  EIR  updates  these  previous  dociunents  with  emphasis  on 
the  proposed  area-wide  plan  changes  envisioned  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

IMPACTS 

This  alternative  would  shift  some  localized  impacts  related  to  the  project,  including 
transportation,  air  quality,  noise,  and  population,  from  Civic  Center  to  Yerba  Buena 

#  Center.  This  altemative  would  change  the  planned  uses  for  Yerba  Buena  Center, 
developed  as  part  of  an  extended  planning  process,  over  many  years.  Although  the 
intensity  of  project-related  development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  would  be  similar 
under  this  altemative  to  that  under  the  project,  some  of  the  impacts  would  occur  at  the 
Civic  Center  and  some,  at  the  altemative  site.  Cumulative  transportation  and  air 
quality  impacts,  and  energy  use,  would  be  the  same  measured  against  overall 
development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  analyzed  in  the  Mission  Bay  Final  EIR. 

Civic  Center 

Under  this  altemative,  land  use  at  the  proposed  project  site  would  not  be  as  intense  as 
under  the  project  since  only  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  not  the  New  Main  Library, 
would  be  built  there.  Effects  related  to  transportation,  constmction  air  quality, 
constmction  noise,  localized  operational  air  quality,  and  population  at  the  site  would 
be  less  than  under  the  project  for  the  same  reason.  The  constmction  period  would  be 
shorter,  resulting  in  fewer  constmction-related  air  quedity  and  noise  impacts. 
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Total  trip  generation  under  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  that  under  the  project; 
however,  only  Asian  Art  Museum  trips  would  begin  or  end  in  the  Civic  Center.  Daily 
trip  generation  resulting  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  about  8,250  pte, 
40  percent  fewer  than  under  the  project  with  the  library.  Approximately  680  pte  would 
occur  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  60  percent  fewer  than  under  the  project.  Because  the 
Main  Library  would  be  moved  from  the  Civic  Center,  and  because  of  the  different  trip 
generation  characteristics  of  museums  and  libraries,  net  new  daily  trip-ends  in  the 
Civic  Center  would  number  about  1,525,  about  90  percent  less  than  for  the  project  as  a 
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whole,  while  p.m.  peak  hour  trips  would  decrease  from  current  conditions  by  about 
460  pte,  or  about  40  percent  fewer  than  existing  p.m.  peak  hour  trips.  AU  trips 
associated  with  the  New  Main  Library  would  occur  at  Yerba  Buena  Center  (see 
discussion  below  for  Altemative  Site). 

Visual  impacts  would  differ  from  those  under  the  project  because  the  New  Main 
Library  would  not  be  buUt  on  the  proposed  project  site.  Regarding  architectural  and 
historic  resources,  the  existing  library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded  to 
contain  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The  Pioneer  Monument  would  not  be  affected  by  this 
altemative,  compared  to  its  relocation  with  the  project.  The  potential  to  disturb 
subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  less  than  with  the  project  since  there  would  be 
no  construction  on  the  New  Library  block  (Marshall  Square);  excavation  would  be 
required  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  addition. 

This  altemative  would  add  no  new  shadow  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations 
Plaza  or  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  compared  to  the  project,  although  the 
proposed  museum  addition  at  45  Hyde  Street  would  add  shadow  to  the  private  plaza  in 
front  of  Hastings  College  of  the  Law,  as  under  the  project.  Wind  speeds  in  the  project 
area  would  be  similar  to  present  conditions.  Impacts  related  to  seismicity  would  be 
less  than  those  of  the  project  because  fewer  people  would  be  on  the  proposed  project 
site  during  the  day;  however,  this  altemative  would  result  in  the  retention  of  the 
100  Laikin  Street  building,  which  was  constructed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  current 
earthquake  codes.  Impacts  related  to  hazards  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the 
project  for  renovation  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  and  demolition  of 
45  Hyde  Street.  This  altemative  would  not  remove  landscaping  from  Marshall  Square, 
which  would  occur  under  the  project.  However,  with  the  project  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall  would  probably  be  built,  increasing  open  space  at  the  Civic  Center. 

Altemative  Site 

The  intensity  of  land  use  at  the  altemative  site  would  be  greater  than  at  present  and 
could  be  greater  than  that  proposed  under  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  development 
program  if  the  library  were  to  be  constmcted  in  addition  to  planned  uses  at  YBC.  The 
#  nature  of  land  use  would  be  different  from  present  conditions  and  similar  to  cultural 
uses  proposed  under  the  YBC  program,  although  the  specific  library  use  would  differ 
from  planned  uses  for  YBC  developed  as  part  of  an  extended  planning  process. 
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Trip  generation  for  the  New  Main  Library  at  Verba  Buena  Center  would  be  similar  to 
that  for  the  new  library  at  Civic  Center  under  the  project:  about  12,300  daily  and 
about  2.170  p.m.  peak  hour  trips.  All  of  these  would  net  new  trips  at  the  alternative 
site,  whereas  only  5,575  daily  and  1,030  p.m.  peak-hour  trips  would  be  new  trips  at 
Civic  Center  under  the  project,  because  the  existing  library  is  located  there. 

Transportation  analysis  conducted  to  date  for  the  most  current  development  program 
of  Verba  Buena  Center  is  based  on  residents  and  jobs  within  the  VBC  Redevelopment 
Area  as  a  whole,  and  not  on  specific  land  uses.  As  a  result,  a  direct  comparison  of 
travel  demand  between  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  land  use(s)  it  would  replace  in 

#  the  VBC  program  (retail  /  parking  or  office  use)  is  not  possible.  In  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  in  2000,  the  Main  Library  at  tlie  VBC  site  would  generate  approximately 
25  percent  of  the  total  trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the  Verba  Buena  Center 
program. 

Transportation  impacts  of  the  library  at  one  of  the  altemative  sites  likely  would  be 
greater  than  would  otherwise  occur  at  VBC,  depending  on  which  currently  planned  use 

•  the  library  would  replace.  If  the  library  were  to  replace  a  comparable  amount  of 
office  space,  the  library  would  generate  about  four-and-a-half  times  the  p.m.  peak-hour 
trips  (2,170  vs.  475).  If  the  library  were  to  replace  a  retail  building  one-fourth  the  size 
(about  100,000  sq.  ft.),  the  library  would  generate  more  than  three-and-half  times  more 
p.m.  peak-hour  trips  (2,170  vs.  595). 

Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  including  transportation,  air  quality, 
noise,  visual  impacts  and  population,  would  be  similar  to  those  of  construction  of  a 
New  Main  Library  at  Marshall  Square,  but  would  occur  at  one  of  the  altemative  sites 
instead.  The  construction  period  would  be  shorter  than  for  the  project  as  a  whole, 
although  likely  could  be  somewhat  longer  than  the  30  months  anticipated  for  the 
library,  depending  on  whether  the  library  were  integrated  with  construction  of  another 
component  of  the  VBC  program.  Therefore,  constmction-related  air  quality  and  noise 
impacts  could  be  somewhat  greater  than  for  the  library  alone  at  Marshall  Square. 
Construction  impacts  would  be  comparable  to  those  for  the  currently  planned 
development  for  the  VBC.  although  addition  of  the  New  Main  Library  to  the  VBC 
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O  program  would  require  additional  engineering  and  construction  work,  such  as  more 
extensive  foundations.  Additional  soils  study  of  the  altemative  site  could  be  required 
if  so  determined  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  which  would  review  building 
plans.  The  altemative  sites  are  not  in  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area,  as  defined  in  the 
San  Francisco  Master  Plan. 

If  the  library  were  constructed  as  part  of  a  currently  planned  structure,  effects  on 
views,  shadow  and  wind,  subsurface  cultural  resources,  and  biology,  and  potential 
effects  from  hazardous  materials  would  be  similar  in  overall  impact  to  those 
anticipated  from  planned  development  on  Central  Block  2  or  East  Block  2.  If  the 
0  library  were  built  in  addition  to  an  existing  structure,  effects  on  views,  shadow  and 
wind  would  be  greater  than  anticipated  from  planned  development,  whUe  if  the  library 
were  built  instead  of  a  larger  currently  planned  building  (for  example,  an  office  tower), 
these  effects  would  be  less  than  anticipated  from  planned  development.  Regardless  of 
the  precise  location  within  YBC,  some  impacts  would  be  qualitatively  different  from 
those  that  would  occur  with  development  of  the  New  Main  Library  in  Civic  Center. 
Among  these  would  be  different  wind  conditions  and  shadow  (due  in  part  to  the 
different  orientation  of  the  street  grid  in  the  South  of  Market  area);  potential  for 
discovering  different  subsurface  cultural  resources  (because  the  altemative  sites  are 
not  above  an  old  cemetery  but  is  in  an  area  where  prehistoric  resources  have  been 
found  and,  on  Central  Block,  2,  have  already  been  removed  and  analyzed);  and 
possibly  less  potential  for  hazEirdous  waste  on-site  because  sites  on  Central  Block  2 
include  the  subsurface  expansion  of  Moscone  Center,  currently  being  completed, 
which  has  already  fully  excavated  soUs  on  that  block. 

#  If  the  New  Main  Library  were  constmcted  on  the  Fourth  Street  side  of  Central 
Block  2,  it  would  be  above  the  already-built  Marriott  ballroom,  and  would  require 
additional  stractural  strengthening.  If  the  library  were  built  on  East  Block  2,  the 
building  would  occupy  space  currently  plaimed  for  office  space  under  the  YBC  "Main 
Program."  The  library  would  have  to  be  completely  redesigned  to  fit  the  smaller  lot  on 
which  it  would  be  constmcted;  the  larger  of  the  two  lots  adjacent  to  the  Museum  of 
Modem  Art  site  is  about  32,000  sq.  ft.,  or  about  half  of  the  footprint  of  the  New  Main 
Library  as  proposed  under  the  project.  To  accomodate  the  same  library  program,  the 
building  would  be  taller,  with  smaller  floor  plates.  Locating  the  library  in  place  of 
planned  office  use  would  eliminate  the  primary  source  of  funding  for  landscaping  the 
open  space  on  Central  Block  2. /6a/ 
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D.  ALTERNATIVE  D:  EXPANSION  AND  REUSE  OF  EXISTING  I  TRRARY 

DESCRIPTION 

Under  this  alternative,  the  existing  library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded 
to  accommodate  the  space  needs  of  the  Main  Library.  Marshall  Square  would  remain 
in  its  existing  condition,  with  the  100  Larkin  Street  City  office  building,  surface 
parking  lot,  and  Pioneer  Monument  remaining  in  their  current  locations.  The  Asian 
Art  Museum  would  not  be  relocated  from  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall 
might  or  might  not  be  constructed  under  this  altemative,  although  without  the  new 
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library,  the  overall  Civic  Center  plan  of  which  the  mall  is  a  part  would  be  reduced  in 
scope.  Were  the  mall  not  constructed,  Fulton  Street  would  remain  a  public  street  with 
about  90  on-street  parking  spaces. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  existing  library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded 
into  the  45  Hyde  Street  site  to  contain  a  total  of  348,000  sq.  ft.  of  space.  (The 
expansion  component  is  assumed  to  be  buUt  no  higher  than  the  existing  approximately 
80-foot  library  building.)  Remodeling  of  the  existing  library  building,  including 
demolition  of  the  45  Hyde  Street  building,  seismic  upgrading  of  the  existing  library 
building,  and  construction  of  an  addition  on  the  45  Hyde  Street  site,  would  be  similar 
to  that  proposed  under  the  project  for  the  conversion  of  the  existing  building  to  the 
Asian  Art  Museum.  The  net  new  space  gained  would  be  more  than  the  space  planned 
for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  because:  a)  the  proposed  museum  addition  at  45  Hyde 
Street  is  planned  for  only  two  stories  under  the  project,  as  opposed  to  four  stories 
under  this  altemative;  b)  this  altemative  would  enclose  portions  of  the  existing 
building's  courtyards  and  roof  and  would  create  a  new  floor  around  the  upper  volume 
of  the  main  stair  and  extend  this  floor  partially  into  the  second  floor  reading  rooms; 
and  c)  the  expanded  library  building  would  include  a  basement  level  that  would  extend 
to  the  sidewalk  line  on  three  sides  of  the  building  and  to  the  curb  line  on  Fulton 
Street./?/ 

This  altemative  would  preserve  the  option  to  develop  a  similar  or  different 
development  program  on  Marshall  Square  in  the  future. 

IMPACTS 

Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  including  transportation,  air  quality, 
noise,  and  population,  would  be  less  substantial  than  under  the  proposed  project 
because,  while  the  Main  Library  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded  as  its  present 
location,  no  construction  would  occur  on  Marshall  Square.  The  construction  period 
would  be  shorter,  resulting  in  fewer  construction-related  air  quality  and  noise  impacts. 
Energy  use  and  cumulative  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts  would  be  less  than 
those  of  the  project  because  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  not  be  constructed 
and  the  existing  library  building  would  not  be  occupied  by  a  new  use  such  as  the  Asian 
Art  Museum,  as  would  be  the  case  under  the  project. 
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Trip  generation  under  this  alternative  would  be  that  associated  with  the  expanded  Main 
Library  only.  For  a  conservative  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  daily  trips  by  patrons 
would  increase  by  50  percent  under  this  alternative,  about  half  of  the  projected 
increase  in  library  trips  under  the  project;  employee  trips  would  increase  as  under  the 
project.  There  would  be  about  2,725  net  new  daily  pte,  80  percent  less  than  under  the 
project,  and  about  500  net  new  p.m.  peak  hour  pte,  about  53  percent  fewer  than  under 
the  project.  Total  daily  trips  would  be  about  9,450,  about  30  percent  fewer  than  under 
the  project,  while  p.m.  peak  trips  would  be  about  1,640,  about  4  percent  fewer  than 
under  the  project.  Traffic  and  air  quality  effects  on  Civic  Center  intersections  would 
be  potentially  less  than  under  the  project. 

Visual  impacts  would  differ  from  those  under  the  project  because  a  new  library 
building  would  not  be  constmcted  on  Marshall  Square.  Impacts  on  architectural  and 
historic  resources  would  be  different  than  under  the  project.  The  existing  library 
building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  Main 
Library,  but  exterior  changes,  including  removal  of  the  inscription  and  large  figures 
over  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  would  not  occur.  Some  public  spaces  in  the  library 
building,  including  the  ground  floor  entry  area,  the  main  staircase,  and  the  hall  at  the 
top  of  the  stairs,  would  be  retained.  However,  portions  of  the  high-ceiling  reading 
rooms  on  the  second  floor  would  be  filled  by  a  new  mezzanine  level. /7/  The  Pioneer 
Monument  would  not  be  affected  by  this  alternative,  nor  would  the  100  Larkin  Street 
City  office  building.  The  potential  to  disturb  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be 
less  than  under  the  project  since  there  would  be  no  construction  on  the  New  Library 
block  (Marshall  Square),  although  there  would  be  excavation  at  the  existing  library 
site. 

This  altemative  would  add  no  new  shadow  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations 
Plaza  or  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall,  although  the  proposed  museum  addition  at 
45  Hyde  Street  would  add  shadow  to  the  private  plaza  in  front  of  Hastings  College  of 
the  Law,  as  under  the  project.  Wind  speeds  in  the  project  area  would  be  similar  to 
present  conditions.  Impacts  related  to  seismicity  would  be  essentially  the  same  as 
those  of  the  project  because  the  existing  library  building  would  be  seismically 
upgraded,  in  a  similar  manner  as  with  the  project,  and  the  45  Hyde  Street  addition 
would  be  built  to  present  code.  However,  fewer  people  would  be  on  the  proposed 
project  site  during  the  day,  and  this  altemative  would  result  in  the  retention  of  the 
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100  Larkin  Street  building  which  was  constructed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  current 
earthquake  codes.  Impacts  related  to  hazards  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the 
project  for  renovation  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  and  demolition  of 
45  Hyde  Street.  This  altemative  would  not  result  in  the  removal  of  landscaping  from 
Marshall  Square. 

REASONS  FOR  REJECTION 

The  project  sponsor  considered  this  altemative  in  developing  the  project,  and  rejected 
it  in  favor  of  the  current  proposal.  The  sponsor  rejected  this  altemative  because  it 
would  require  closing  the  Main  Library  during  constmction.  A  minimum  level  of 
services  could  be  provided  during  the  expansion  work,  either  at  an  off-site  location  or 
in  the  45  Hyde  Street  addition,  which  could  be  constmcted  before  remodeling  of  the 
main  building  were  to  begin,  and  which  would  result  in  dismption  of  library  services. 
In  addition,  even  if  the  existing  library  were  to  be  enlarged,  the  remodeled  facility 
would  be  at  capacity  by  the  year  2006,  with  no  provision  for  future  expansion./8/ 

E.  ALTERNATTVEE:  EXISTING  LIBRARY  AS  CQimTS  FACILITY 

DESCRIPTION 

Under  this  altemative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  as  proposed,  and 
the  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated  as  with  the  project.  The  existing  Main 
Library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  converted  to  a  courts  building.  The  Asian 
Art  Museum  would  not  be  relocated  from  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall 
would  be  constructed  between  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  newly  remodeled  courts 
building. 

This  altemative  would  relocate  the  CivU  Division  of  the  Superior  Court  to  the  existing 
library  building.  (The  Superior  Court-Civil  Division  is  currently  located  at  City  Hall, 
along  with  the  Civil  Division  of  the  Municipal  Court  and  other  related  facilities. 
Criminal  Courts  are  at  the  Hall  of  Justice.)  Remodeling  of  the  building  would  be 
necessary  to  install  23  courtrooms  and  accompanying  chambers,  along  with  the  law 
library.  County  Clerk's  office,  and  other  court-related  uses.  The  45  Hyde  Street 
building  would  be  demolished  and  an  addition  to  the  existing  building  constructed. 
(The  expansion  component  is  assumed  to  be  buUt  no  higher  than  the  existing 
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approximately  80-foot  library  building.)  Total  square  footage  for  the  courts  building 
under  this  alternative  would  be  approximately  310,000  sq.  ft./9/ 

IMPACTS 

Effects  related  to  shadow  and  wind,  subsurface  cultural  resources,  hazards,  biology, 
and  seismicity  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project  because  the  intensity 
of  development  would  be  similar  to  that  under  the  project.  The  length  of  construction 
would  be  similar,  resulting  in  similar  construction-related  air  quality  and  noise 
impacts.  Cumulative  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  the  project.  Energy  use  would  be  similar  to,  although  somewhat  less  than,  that  for 
the  project.  This  alternative  would  not  have  the  special  conditioning  requirements  of  a 
museum  but  would  include  installation  of  central  air  conditioning,  which  the  existing 
library  building  lacks. 

Assuming  that  vacated  courtroom  and  associated  space  at  City  Hall  would  be 
backfilled  by  City  offices,  this  alternative  would  generate  approximately  43  percent 
more  daily  person-trip-ends  (pte)  than  would  the  project./lO/  Trip  generation  in  the 
p.m.  peak  hour  would  be  about  ten  percent  greater  than  under  the  project.  Air  quality 
impacts  would  be  correspondingly  greater.  Parking  demand  would  also  increase. 
Effects  on  architectural  resources  and  visual  impacts  would  depend  on  the  nature  of 
the  remodeling  of  the  existing  library  building. 

Visual  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  proposed  project  because  the  New 
Main  Library  would  be  constructed  on  Marshall  Square  and  the  existing  library 
building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded  into  the  45  Hyde  Street  space,  as  under  the 
project.  Impacts  on  architectural  and  historic  resources  would  be  similar  as  well. 
Removal  of  the  library  inscription  and  the  large  figures  over  the  Larkin  Street  entrance 
and  the  literary  names  around  the  building  would  likely  occur.  Important  public 
spaces  in  the  library  building,  including  the  ground  floor  entry  area,  the  main  staircase, 
the  hall  at  the  top  of  the  stairs,  and  the  high-ceiling  reading  rooms  on  the  second  floor, 
would  be  retained  and  reused  in  the  courts  building.  Tlie  Pioneer  Monument  would  be 
relocated  as  under  the  proposed  project.  The  potential  to  disturb  subsurface  cultural 
resources  would  be  virtually  the  same  as  under  the  project,  since  the  construction  areas 
would  be  the  saine. 
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This  alternative  v^^ould  add  new  shadow  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  proposed  Fulton 
Street  Mall,  United  Nations  Plaza,  and  the  Hastings  plaza  in  the  same  amount  as  the 
proposed  project.  Wind  speeds  in  the  project  area  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the 
project.  Employment  would  be  similar  to  that  under  the  proposed  project,  as  would 
the  corresponding  exposure  to  seismic  hazards.  Impacts  related  to  hazards  would  be 
similar  to  those  under  the  project.  Impacts  on  existing  landscaping  would  be  similar  to 
those  under  the  project. 

Cumulative  effects  related  to  transportation  and  air  qualitycould  be  greater  than  those 
of  the  project  due  to  impacts  of  new  activities  occupying  existing  space  vacated  by  the 
courts,  should  this  occur. 

F.  ALTERNATIVE  F:  PROJECT  WITH  CIVIC  CENTER  GARAGE  EXPANSION 

DESCRIPTION 

Under  this  altemative,  as  with  the  project,  a  new  Main  Library  would  be  constructed 
on  Marshall  Square  as  proposed.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  relocated  to  the 
existing  Main  Library  building.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  constructed.  In 
addition,  the  existing  Civic  Center  Garage  beneath  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be 
expanded  by  about  570  spaces  to  a  total  of  about  1,410  spaces. 

All  aspects  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  construction  would 
remain  the  same  under  this  altemative.  The  garage  expansion  would  consist  of  the 
addition  of  about  570  parking  stalls  in  three  levels  beneath  Fulton  Street,  between 
Larkin  and  Hyde.  Access  would  be  via  the  existing  Civic  Center  Garage.  This 
component  of  the  project  would  be  completed  prior  to  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall,  which  would  then  be  built  atop  the  garage  addition. 

IMPACTS 

With  the  exception  of  parking  and  construction  impacts,  effects  of  this  altemative 
would  be  virtually  identical  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  This  altemative  would 
result  in  a  lengthened  construction  timetable.  Constmction  of  the  garage  expansion 
would  take  18  to  24  months,  meaning  that  the  total  construction  time  would  be  7  to 
IVi  years.  The  three  project  components  —  construction  of  a  new  Main  Library  on 
Marshall  Square,  remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  to 
accommodate  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  constmction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  —  all 
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would  be  undertaken.  The  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  postponed 
untU  completion  of  the  expansion  of  the  Civic  Center  Garage,  resulting  in  construction 
noise  and  air  quality  impacts  that  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  project. 

Further  soils  analysis  would  be  conducted  prior  to  construction  of  the  proposed  garage 
expansion.  A  geotechnical  report  would  be  prepared  by  a  California-licensed 
geotechnical  engineer  prior  to  constmction.  The  recommendations  of  that  report 
would  be  followed  regarding  any  excavation  and  construction  for  the  garage  expansion. 

Expansion  of  the  garage  would  provide  enough  parking  spaces  to  accommodate  the 
approximately  185  spaces  of  unmet  parking  demand  in  the  existing-plus-project 
condition  on  a  peak  special  event  weekday.  This  altemative  would  meet  the  New 
Main  Library  parking  requirement  of  182  spaces,  eliminating  the  need  for  the  sponsor 
to  seek  a  Variance,  for  the  Library.  Provision  of  this  parking  space  could 
incrementally  increase  the  number  of  special  event  patrons  who  would  drive  to  the 
Civic  Center,  knowing  parking  was  available.  Conversely,  the  garage  expansion  could 
also  result  in  an  incremental  decrease  in  traffic  during  peak  special  events,  since  fewer 
motorists  would  search  for  parking  in  the  area. 

Under  cumulative  conditions,  there  would  be  a  shortage  of  parking  on  peak 
special-event  weekdays  even  with  the  garage  expansion.  This  unmet  demand  would 
be  approximately  85  to  160  spaces,  compared  to  an  unmet  demand  of  about  655  spaces 
to  730  spaces  with  the  project. 

The  potential  for  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  greater  than 
under  the  project  because  of  the  kirger  area  that  would  be  excavated.  In  addition, 
because  the  garage  addition  would  require  deeper  excavation  than  would  construction 
of  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  addition  to  the  existing  library  at  45  Hyde  Street, 
there  would  be  an  increased  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  resources  that  could  be 
buried  farther  below  the  surface. 

The  risk  of  exposure  to  hazards  during  construction  and  renovation  activities  would  be 
similar  to  that  of  the  project.  Impacts  related  to  the  density  of  development  would  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  since  development  on  the  project  site  would 
be  similar  to  that  under  the  project.  Because  the  New  Main  Library  and  the 
remodeling/expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  would  be  the  same  as  under  the 
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project,  effects  on  views,  shadow  and  wind,  architectural  resources,  and  biology  would 
be  the  same  as  those  of  the  project.  Employment  and  patronage  would  be  the  same  as 
that  under  the  proposed  project,  as  would  the  corresponding  exposure  to  seismic 
hazards.  Energy  use  and  cumulative  effects  related  to  transportation  and  air  quality 
would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project. 

Expansion  of  the  garage  would  preclude  any  expansion  of  the  library  loading  area  in 
the  future  for  purposes  of  accommodating  larger  trucks  or  more  loading  spaces.  It 
would  also  require  additional  engineering  design  and  structural  underpinning  should 
the  Pioneer  Monument  be  relocated  to  the  Fulton  Street  Mall. 


NOTES  -  Altematives 

III     Bemheim,  Anthony,  Associate,  Simon  Martin-Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris,  facsimile 
transmission,  June  25,  1991. 

Ill     Page,  Kathryn,  Chief  of  Facilities  Development,  San  Francisco  Public  Library, 
telephone  conversation,  October  30,  1991. 

/3/      Lambert,  Molly,  Acting  Collections  Manager,  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission, 
telephone  conversation,  October  28,  1991.  The  Commission  on  August  6,  1990, 
approved  a  resolution  urging  the  Mayor  to  urge  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to 
include  analysis  of  four  proposed  relocation  sites  for  the  Pioneer  Monument:  in  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  at  the  Market  Street  end  of  United  Nations  Plaza,  in  Civic  Center 
Plaza  across  from  Civic  Auditorium,  and  near  the  comer  of  Larkin  and  Fulton  Streets. 
A  fifth  site,  in  Civic  Center  Plaza  across  from  City  Hall,  was  added  to  the  list  by  the 
Commission  on  August  5,  1991 . 

/4/      O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  the  relocation 
of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  October  1991. 

151      Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager  for  San  Francisco  New  Main  Library,  Bureau  of 
Architecture,  telephone  conversation,  June  26,  1991. 

/6/     Hayden,  Anne,  Deputy  Director  of  Development,  San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modem 
Art,  telephone  conversation,  July  24,  1991. 

#  /6a/    Sause,  Helen,  Project  Manager  for  Yerba  Buena  Center,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  telephone  conversation,  February  7,  1992. 

ni  Omni-Group,  Inc.,  Becker  and  Hayes,  Inc.,  and  Hellmuth,  Obata  &  Kassabaum,  Inc., 
"San  Francisco  Main  Library:  An  Assessment  of  the  Existing  Facility  and  Its  Ability 
to  Meet  Future  Library  Needs,"  December  1987. 

/8/      San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Plaiming,  The  Civic  Center:  A  Development 
Program,  November  1987. 

191     Esherick  Homsey  Dodge  and  Davis,  Walter  H.  Sobel,  FAIA  &  Associates,  et.  al., 
"Courts  Expansion  Study  -  Site  1:  Main  Public  Library  Building,"  August  1987. 

/lO/    Trip  generation  for  court  building  assumed  to  be  equal  to  that  for  "Government  Office" 
in  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Plaiming,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review: 
Transportation  Impacts,  April  1991.  Percent  of  travel  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  is  from  the 
same  source.  onn 
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FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center 
California  Archaeological  Inventory 
Depiirtment  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Roluiert  Park,  CA  94928 
Attn:  Christian  Gerike 

California  Department  of  Transportation 

Transportation  Planning 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco.  C A  94120 

Attn:  Gary  Adams 

Califomia  Department  of  Transportation 

Public  Transportation  Branch 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Attn:  William  Chastain 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  -  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  C A  95814 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area 

Govemments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 
Attn:  Sally  Germain 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Management  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Irwin  Mussen 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF 
SAN  FBANCISCO 

Arts  Commission 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  240 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Debra  Lahanc 


Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Larry  Litchfield, 
Superintendent 

Landmarks  Preservation 

Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary 

Jean  E.  Kortum 

Ina  Dearman 

Anne  Bloomfield 

Alice  Ross  Carey 

Michael  F.  Crowe 

Ronald  A.  Dudum 

David  M.  Hartley 

Enid  Ng  Lim 

Hisashi  BiU  Sugaya 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community 

Development 
10  United  Nations  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Larry  Del  Carlo 

Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
10  United  Nations  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Barbara  Smith 

Mayor's  Office  of  Business  & 

Economic  Development 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  James  Ho 

Mayor's  Office  of  Business  & 

Economic  Development 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  David  Heindel,  Real  Estate  Specialist 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
1 10  McAllister  Street,  Room  402 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  (Continued) 


Public  Utilities  Commission 

Room  287,  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Thomas  J.  Elzey,  General  Manager 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 17 

Attn:  Deborah  Learner 

Police  Department 

Planning  Division 

Hall  Of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Lt.  Thomas  W.  Suttemeier 

City  Planning  Commission 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Linda  Avery,  Secretary 

Susan  Bierman 

Douglas  Engmann 

Wayne  Jackson  Hu 

James  B.  Morales 

Edward  Sewell 

Rudolf  Nothenberg 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 

Thomas  J.  Elzey 

Romaine  Boldridge,  Altemate 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Division  of  Streets  &  Mapping 
City  Hall,  Room  359 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Tim  A.  Molinare 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Division  of  General  Engineering 
1680  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Raymond  Wong 

Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Gordon  Chester 


Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning 

and  Research 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Howard  L.  Slater 

Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate 

Department 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Anthony  Delucchi, 

Director  of  Property 

Water  Department 

Distribution  Division 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Manager 

Supervisor  Doris  Ward 
Room  235  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Cathy  King 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
130  Sutter  Street,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Richard  Mayer 
Artists  Equity  Assn. 
27  Fifth  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Library 

Baker  &  McKenzie 

Two  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2400 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1-3909 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 
John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lmcoln  Wav,  #503 
Scui  Francisco,  CA  94122 

BarkJey  &  Lee 

The  Mills  Building.  Suite  691 
220  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkeley 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street,  Suite  300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2702 

Albert  Beck 

c/o  Geography  Department 
Califomia  State  University,  Chico 
Chico,  CA  95929 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  418 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Blayney  Dyett  Greenberg 
70  Zoe  Street,  Suite  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attn:  Michael  W.  Dyett 

Peter  Bosselman 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
119  Wurster  Hall 
LIniversity  of  Califomia 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Roger  Boyer  Associates 

456  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  1400 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
425  Califomia  Street,  #2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

Center  for  Southeast  Asian 

Refugee  Resettlement 
875  O'Farrell  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Vu-Duc  Vuong 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  (ifimt  Avenue 

San  Frajicisco.  CA  94133 


Coalition  for  San  Francisco 

Neighborhoods 
Mrs.  Dorice  Murphy 
175  Yukon  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 14 

Concemed  Business  Persons  of 

the  Tenderloin 
365  Eddy  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Adam  Gottstein 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  22nd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

The  Reverend  Kelly  Cullen 
133  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

DKS  Associates 

1956  Webster  Street,  #300 

Oakland,  CA  94612 

Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Mr.  Lee  Dolson 

EIP  Associates 
150  Spear  Street,  #1500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Barbara  Phillips 

Food  and  Fuel  Retailers  for 

Economic  Equality 
770  L  Street,  Suite  960 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attn:  Doug  Stevens, 

State  Coordinator 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mark  Ryser 

Executive  Director 

Friends  of  the  Library 
45  Hyde  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Jane  Winslow 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 

Gensler  and  Associates 
550  Kearney  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Peter  Gordon 

Gray  Panthers  of  S.F. 

1 182  Market  Street,  Suite  203 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  5007 
Westport,  CT  06881-9990 
Attn:  Eric  LeStrange 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Jim  Haas 

633  Battery  St.  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Winchell  Hayward 
208  WUlard  North 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Sue  Hestor 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1121 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

The  Jefferson  Company 
1700  California  Street,  #470 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
222  Vallejo  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Jan  Vargo 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
Brent  Kato 

1453  Mission  Street,  Fifth  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 

Nichols-Berman 

142  Minna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Louise  Nichols 


North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 
295  Eddy  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Nancy  Russell 

North  of  Market  Senior  Services 
333  Turk  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94012 
Attn:  Vera  Haile 

Page  &  Tumbull 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

PUlsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Marilyn  L.  Siems 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 
530  Chestnut  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
Attn:  Gloria  Root 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 
362  Ewing  Terrace 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street,  #709 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 
Attn:  Donna  Casey, 
Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Building  and 

Construction  Trades  Council 
2660  Newhall  Street,  Room  1 16 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Donald  Doyle 

San  Francisco  Convention  & 

Visitors  Bureau 
201  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  George  D.  Kirkland, 

Executive  Director 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 


San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
510  Harrison  Street 
Sim  Francisco,  CA  94105-3104 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 


Tenderloin  Neighborhood  Assn. 
55  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Hank  Wilson 


San  Francisco  Planning  & 

Urban  Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

241  Bartlett  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 

Attn:  David  Jones 

San  Francisco  Retail  Merchants 

582  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94105 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market,  Room  505 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Tony  Kiiroy 

Sedway  Cooke  Associates 

101  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Sierra  Club 

730  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  John  Holtzclaw 

Skidmore  Owings  &  Merrill 
333  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jerry  Goldberg 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

725  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  -  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Elberling 

Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic 
126  Hyde  Street 
S;ui  Friuicisco.  CA  94102 
Attn:  Riuuly  Shaw 


Tenderloin  Neighborhood 

Development  Council 
230  Hyde  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  B.J.  Barron 

Tenderloin  Senior  Organizing  Project 
220  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  Rm.  410 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Diana  Samuelson 

Theater  Row  Business  Association 
490  Geary  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Kathy  Opsather 

Jon  Twichell  Associates 
143  Connecticut  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

William  TumbuU  Associates 
Pier  1  1/2 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Union  Square  Association 
323  Geary  Street,  Suite  710 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Edward  H.  Lawson 

United  Nations  Plaza  Assn. 
77  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Herb  G impel 

Capital  Planning  Department 
Univ.  of  California,  San  Francisco 
145  Irving  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 
Atm:  Bob  Rhine 

Van  Ness  Avenue  Association 
825  Van  Ness  Avenue 
S;ui  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Greg  Holzman 

Van  Ness  &  Market  Cen.  Bus.  Assn. 

333  Hayes  Street 

San  Francisco.  CA  94102 

Attn:  Evelio  Badia 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Continued) 
Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organizations 
409  Clayton  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94117 

Whisler-Patri 
P.  O.  Box  7054 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120-7054 
Attn:  Marie  Zeller 

Bethea  WUson  &  Associates 
Art  in  Architecture 
2028  Scott,  Suite  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Karen  Wood 

35  Sequoia  Way 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127 


ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

347/002,004,006-007 ,009-0 1 5 ;  348/009 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law,  University  of 

California 

75  Hyde  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

347/005 

Bancap  Hotel  Properties  n 
6265  East  2nd  Street 
Long  Beach,  CA  90803 

347/008 
City  Property 

351/035 

General  Services  Administration 
Real  Property  Management  Division 
525  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

351/022 

Shorenstein  Nederlander  Productions  of  San 
Francisco 

c/o  Milton  Meyer  &  Co. 

1  Calif omia  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

355/003 

Grahm  Investment  Ltd. 

1759  23rd  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


355/004 

Victor  G.  Kyriakis 
Edna  &  Frank  Kyriakis 
215  Loyola  Dr. 
Millbrae,CA  94030 

355/005 
C.  Randel 

c/o  John  J.  Dito  &  Son 

596  Pacific  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

355/008,011,012 

Wells  Fargo  Bank 

c/o  Real  Property  Mgmt.  #93 1 

P.  O.  Box  63931 

San  Francisco,  CA  94163 

765/002 

Department  of  General  Services 
Office  of  Program  Devel./Mgmt. 
400  P  Street,  Room  3460 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

788/001 
City  Property 

812/001 
City  Property 

3701/050 

Westem  Investment  Real  Estate  Trust 

3450  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

3702/051 

Angelo  &  Yvonne  Sangiacomo 
c/o  Trinity  Properties 
333  Bay  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


PROJECT  SPONSOR 

San  Francisco  Library  Commission 
San  Francisco  Public  Library 
200  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Atm:  Tim  Williams 

Asian  Art  Museum 
Golden  Gate  Park 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 
Attn:  Judy  Teichman 
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PROJECT  ARCHITECTS 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Architecture 
Room  265  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Norman  Karasick 

Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Architecture 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Russell  Abel 

Pei  Cobb  Freed  &  Partners 
600  Madison  Avenue 
New  York,  NY  10022 
Attn:  Jennifer  Sage 

Simon  Martin-Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris 

501  Second  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Attn:  Anthony  Bemheim 


MEDIA 

Associated  Press 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Bill  Shiffman 

Leland  S.  Meyerzove 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
2700  -  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
325  -  5th  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94107 
Attn:  Tim  Turner 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
Siui  Frmicisco.  CA  94103 
Attn:  Ingfei  Chen 


San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  C A  94120 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94115 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Rob  Waters 


LIBRARIES 

Document  Library 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Faith  Van  Liere 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Library 
75  Hawthome  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 
Attn:  Jean  Circiello 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government 

Documents 
State  and  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
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A-  INTRODUCTION 


This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Main 
Library  project,  and  responses  to  those  comments.  Also  included  are  staff-initiated 
text  changes. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  Draft  EIR  public  hearing  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  December  12,  1991,  and  all  written  comments  received 
during  the  Draft  EIR  public  review  period  from  November  7  to  December  23,  1991, 
are  presented  herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  nonsubstantive 
material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by  topics 
corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is 
followed  by  its  set  of  responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows 
the  order  of  the  comments.  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of 
other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of  comments 
and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs,  cross 
references  are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are 
included  to  provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decision  makers. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new 
chapter.  Text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses. 
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B.  UST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Christine  Adams,  Market  Manager,  Heart  of  the  City  Certified  Farmers  Market  (letter 
to  Rina  Cutler,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  August 
27,  1991) 

Gary  F.  Adams,  District  CEQA  Coordinator,  California  Department  of  Transportation 
(Caltrans)  (written  comments,  December  18,  1991) 

Ramona  Albright,  Twin  Peaks  Council/Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991);  Committee  to  Investigate 
Electromagnetic  Radiation  and  Twin  Peaks  Council/Coalition  of  San  Francisco 
Neighborhoods  (written  comments  December  12,  1991) 

John  Barbey,  Vice  President,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood  Association  (written 

comments,  December  10,  1991,  and  public  hearing  comments,  December  12, 
1991) 

Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991  and  written  comments,  December  1991) 

Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Anne  Bloomfield,  Vice  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB) 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Brian  Brackney  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Mary  Bums,  General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
(written  comments,  December  23,  1991) 

Rand  Castile,  Director,  Asian  Art  Museum  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12, 
1991) 

Russell  Chatham,  Director,  Piazzoni  Foundation  (written  comments,  December  18, 
1991) 

Bemard  Choden,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT)  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Gary  Michael  Coutin,  Esq.  (written  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Kelly  Cullen,  Director,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  (TYA)  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Ben  C.  Deane  (written  comments,  December  18,  1991) 

Edward  Evans,  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition  (NOMPC)  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 
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Lee  Gertler  (public  hearing  comments.  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments, 
undated) 

Jason  Gibbs,  San  Francisco  Public  Library  Health  &  Safety  Committee  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments,  December  15,  1991) 

James  W.  Haas,  Board  member,  Civic  Pride  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12, 
1991 ) 

Winchell  T.  Hawyard,  California  Heritage  CouncilA'^ictorian  Alliance  (written 

comments.  December  23,  1991  and  public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Phyllis  Hersch  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Ira  Kurlander,  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT) 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991)  and  SF  Tomorrow  (with  Mary 
Anne  Miller,  SFT)  (written  comments,  December  13,  1991) 

Debra  Lehane,  Art  Collections  Manager,  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco  (written 
comments,  December  23,  1991) 

Michael  M.  Levin  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments,  December  22,  1991) 

James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  (written 
comments,  November  14,  1991) 

Clark  Manus,  AIA  (written  comments,  December  23,  1991) 

Elizabeth  Martin,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Beautiful  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB)  (written 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Edith  McMillan,  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Edward  N.  Michael,  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments  December  12,  1991  and  December  23,  1991) 

Mary  Anne  Miller,  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT) 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Frederick  L.  Miller  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments  received  December  12,  1991) 

Jiunes  Morales,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12.  1991) 

Francis  V.  O'Connor,  Ph.D.  (letter  to  Debra  Lehane,  Art  Collections  Manager,  Arts 
Commission  of  San  Francisco,  November  30,  1990) 
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Stephen  Pantos  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments, 
December  22, 1991) 

Anne  S.  Perlman  (written  comments,  December  18,  1991) 

Dr.  Robert  Popper  and  Marcia  Popper  (written  comments,  December  15,  1991) 

Fred  Reichman  (written  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Margaret  Segal,  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Marilyn  H.  Smulyan,  Chair,  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  (BAC)  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Luree  Stetson,  Assistant  Director,  Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental 

Relation,  California  Department  of  Conservation  (written  comments,  December 
23, 1991) 

David  Tran,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  (TYA)  (public  hearing  comments,  December 
12,  1991) 

Jane  Winslow,  Executive  Director,  Friends  of  the  Library  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

MireUle  Piazzoni  Wood  (written  comments,  December  1991) 

Thomas  Wood  (written  comments,  December  20,  1991) 


C&R.4 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


C  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


NON  RIR-RRI.ATRD  COMMENTS 

LIBRARY  OPERATIONS 
Comment 

"To  understand  the  impact  of  the  library  project,  the  commissioners  might  wish  to 
subtitle  the  EIR,  'A  Blueprint  for  Bankruptcy  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library.' 
Library  funding  priorities  have  been  skewed,  even  in  the  planning  stages  of  this 
project.  Millions  of  dollars  have  already  been  spent  for  consulting,  planning,  and 
administrative  costs,  while  library  hours  and  the  book  budget,  the  essence  of  the 
library,  have  been  cut  to  the  bone.  Emphasis  on  the  New  Main  has  already  caused  the 
degradation  of  three  more  branch  libraries  to  reading  centers  for  a  total  of  seven 
city-wide,  as  the  library  is  transformed  from  a  municipal  library  system  in  need  of 
improvement  into  what  planners  call  a  world  class  institution,  whatever  that  may  be. 

"The  project  sponsors  insist  on  providing  us  an  electronic  library,  apparently  heedless 
of  the  prohibitive  cost  of  computer  technology,  its  acquisition,  maintenance,  and 
continual  replacement  as  it  becomes  obsolete,  heedless  that  this  technology  will  be  a 
barrier  to  many  patrons,  and  heedless  that  it  may  also  prove  to  be  a  health  hazard. 

"Reliance  on  computer  technology  is  neither  energy  efficient  nor  environmentally 
sound.  San  Francisco  cannot  afford  the  proposed  library,  and  library  patrons  will 
probably  have  little  use  for  it. 

"The  branch  libraries  now  account  for  70%  of  all  San  Francisco  Public  Library  use 
(not  including  the  people  who  use  the  Main  as  their  local  library)  and  the  library 
budget  and  planning  processes  should  reflect  that  fact. 
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"I  respectfully  suggest  that  the  Library  take  advantage  of  current,  non-hazardous, 
low -cost  accessible  technology  (i.e.,  the  card  catalogue)  and  build  the  best  possible 
municipal  library  system  San  Francisco  can  afford.  In  short,  a  library  whose  treasure 
is  in  print  and  whose  security  is  assured  by  patrons'  ethical  sense  and  civil  conduct." 
(Lee  Gertler) 

"My  concem  is  that  the  environmental  report,  in  light  of  the  changes  that  Ken  Dowlin, 
the  current  head  of  the  library,  took  unilaterally  after  the  earthquake,  that  there  is  no 
guarantee  that  the  library  will  be  available  to  be  people  who  need  to  use  it  for  research 
and  so  on.  I  am  concemed  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  report  to  prevent  Ken  Dowlin 
from  his  high  tech  plan  that  wUl  make  the  library  further,  harder,  and  more  difficult  for 
the  great  masses  of  people  in  this  community  to  use.  I  am  greatly  concemed  about  it. 

"Ideally  ~  and  this  is  for  the  Library  Commission  ~  Dowlin  should  have  been  fired 
long  ago.  He  has  no  respect  for  the  democratic  process. 

"But  there  should  be  in  the  report  demands  that  the  library  not  be  so  automated  and  so 
on  that  it  becomes  virtually  inaccessible  to  many  of  the  people,  particularly  people 
who  do  not  speak  English,  and  the  computerized  catalogues  ~  that  is  an  incredible 
danger  —  that  the  library  not  throw  out  the  books  that  Dowlin  is  known  to  have  wanted 
to  throw  out,  that  the  library  not  ~  that  we  basically  scrap  Dowlin 's  electronic  library 
of  the  future  plan,  that  these  must  be  viewed,  put  in  the  report,  and  that  this  report  must 
have  in  it  the  view  that  the  library  must  be  publicly  accessible. 

"One  of  the  things,  come  to  think  of  it,  that  I  believe  that  if  there  is  a  new  library,  it 
should  be  an  extension  of  the  old.  For  example,  the  Boston  Public  Library  has  an  old 
library  and  a  new  part,  I  am  concemed  about  the  loss  of  the  spirit  of  place  in  the  old 
library.  I  am  particularly  upset  since  they  have  closed  off  a  lot  of  the  stacks  where  I 
used  to  spend  hours  reading  books,  getting  things.  Now  you  have  to  order  them,  if 
they  are  even  available  through  the  circulation  desk."  (Brian  Brackney) 

Response 

While  the  commenters  raise  issues  of  legitimate  concem,  the  comments  address 
matters  of  Library  operations  and  Library  Commission  policy,  not  the  content  of 
the  EIR,  and  thus  require  no  response  here.  The  EIR  describes  the  physical 
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environmental  impacts  of  the  project  as  proposed  and  altematives  to  the  proposed 
project.  Library  operations  and  policy  are  outside  the  purview  of  the  EIR  and 
outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  City  Planning  Commission.  They  are  within  the 
purview  of  the  Library  Commission,  the  members  of  which  are  appointed  by  the 
Mayor  for  four-year  terms. 

For  comments  and  responses  related  to  potential  impacts  of  electronic  equipment, 
please  see  p.  C&R.157  -158  herein. 

Comment 


"The  loss  of  the  use  of  the  building  as  our  Main  Library  and  the  damage  to  our 
architectural  history  are  especially  sad  since  the  proposed  new  Main  will  provide 
adequate  library  space  only  until  2010,  a  useful  life  of  15  years.  How  is  that 
possible?"  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  New  Main  Library  building  is  intended  to 
have  a  useful  life  of  100  years.  The  building  has  been  designed  to  accommodate 
the  library's  space  and  program  needs  in  the  year  2010./1/  The  existing  main 
library  building  reached  its  design  capacity  in  1944. 

Comment 

"I  would  also  like  to  see  the  library  have  a  chance  to  expand,  and  I  think  we  should 
have  more  library  service,  not  less.  I  would  like  to  see  the  new  Main  be  the  annex  to 
an  even  newer  Main  that  could  open  up  in  that  building,  unless  it  is  totally  ripped  to 
pieces  to  make  it  appropriate  for  the  Asian  Art  collection."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  HlU 
Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  It  represents  the  opinion  of  the  commenter,  not  a 
comment  on  the  content  of  the  EIR  requiring  a  response. 
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Comment 

"I  am  a  member  of  the  board  of  Friends  of  the  Library.  I'm  also  chairman  of  Civic 
Pride,  which  is  an  organization  that  has  recently  been  created  to  support  the  renewal 
and  completion  of  Civic  Center. 

"The  projects  before  you  are  the  result  of  considerable  citizen  action  that  brought 
about  the  library  and  got  the  voters  to  approve  the  bond  issue.  Civic  Pride  is  a 
furtherance  of  that,  to  bring  about  the  completion  of  Civic  Center  and  a  number  of 
other  projects  there.  We  are  particularly  supportive  of  a  series  of  bond  issues  that 
relate  to  the  EIR  because  they  provide  the  financing  to  deal  with  some  of  the 
altematives.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  Capital  Improvements  Committee  this 
moming,  as  I  understand  it,  has  approved  the  three  bond  issues  and  sent  them  forward 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  hearings  in  January. 

"I  have  a  list,  which  I  will  give  to  the  secretary,  of  the  members  of  Civic  Pride  and  the 
organizations  that  have  endorsed  the  bond  issue  that  will  give  you  some  idea  of  the 
breadth  of  people  interested  in  Civic  Center.  Some  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
will  be  speaking  more  specifically  on  issues.  I  will  make  some  remarks  of  a  more 
general  nature  relating  to  the  EIR."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  They  do  not  specifically  address  the  content  of  the  EIR, 
and  no  response  is  necessary. 

NOTE  -  Non-EIR-Related  Comments 

III    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992, 
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SUMMARY 

ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 
Comment 

"p.  24.  Removal  of  the  [Pioneer]  [Mjonument  hardly  seems  to  be  an  issue  at  this  time, 
if  it  ever  were,  save  for  it  having  been  shown  on  the  original  drawings  promoting  the 
bond  issue  and  in  the  first  schemes  for  the  building."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  monument  and  its  disposition  have  been 
controversial  over  the  course  of  preparation  of  the  DEIR  and  remain  so,  as  may 
be  seen  herein. 

PROJECT  DESCRIFnON 

EIR  TITLE 
Comment 

"I'm  always  impressed  as  a  layman  by  the  apparent  thoroughness,  or  at  least  the 
thickness,  of  an  EIR  such  as  this,  but  there  are  some  things  that  I  would  like  to  see 
more  thoroughly  covered.  I  think  one  glaring  error  —  and  this  was  made  clear  to  me 
thanks  to  my  attendance  at  the  Landmarks  Board  hearing  last  week,  and  I  wish  those 
were  as  well  attended  as  Planning  Commission  hearings.  .  .  .  There's  a  glaring  error 
right  on  the  very  cover  of  the  report.  It  says  New  Main  Library  —  San  Francisco  Main 
Library,  rather.  The  title  should  be  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art 
Museum  because  that  is  part  of  this  project,  as  discussed  in  the  EIR,  and  I  understand 
there  won't  be  a  separate  EIR  for  that.  Assuming  it's  appropriate  to  include  the 
museum  at  all  at  this  time,  since  I  understand  it's  not  a  totally  certain  project  at  this 
point  with  possible  funding  problems,  but  if  it  is  appropriate  to  include  it,  that  should 
be  part  of  the  title  because  it  is  certainly  discussed  here.  .  .  .  This  is  one  of  the  major 
elements  of  the  project  described  in  the  EIR  and  must  therefore  be  included  in  the 
Title."  (Michael  M.  Levin) 
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Response 

The  San  Francisco  Main  Library  EIR  analyzes  three  proposed  project 
components:  the  proposed  New  Main  Library,  conversion  of  the  existing  library 
building  for  use  by  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  a  Fulton  Street  Mall.  San 
Francisco  EIRs  sometimes  use  short  titles.  For  example,  a  recent  EIR  titled,  One 
Second  Street  Office  Building  (Case  No.  89.632E),  analyzes  demolition  of  two 
buildings,  construction  of  a  new  office  tower  with  retail  and  childcare  uses,  and 
adaptive  reuse  of  a  Downtown  Plan  Category  I  building  as  a  greenhouse  open 
space.  The  recent  300  Howard  Street  EIR  (Case  No.  89.589E)  analyzes  a  similar 
mixed-use  development  and  reuse. 

As  noted  on  p.  1  of  the  EIR,  the  document  analyzes  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  in  greater  detail  than  the  other  two  project  components  because  the 
library  is  funher  along  in  the  planning  stages.  Enough  is  known  about  the  other 
two  components  to  analyze  their  principal  environmental  impacts,  although 
information  is  not  available  at  the  same  level  of  detail  as  for  the  new  library. 

PROJECT  SPONSORS'  OBJECTIVES 

Comment 

"p.  25.  The  Library  won't  complete  the  original  1912  plan.  Three  lesser  but  highly 
significant  comer  buildings  remain  to  be  constructed."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  commenter  refers  to  the  statement  of  the  project  sponsor's  objectives  in  the 
EIR.  The  EIR  discusses  the  site  in  relation  to  the  1912  plan  on  pp.  54-57, 
including  the  comer  sites  referred  to  by  the  commenter,  the  so-called  Four 
Comers,  on  p.  56.,  first  fuU  paragraph. 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"P.  25:  Statement  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  is  erroneous  since  Polk,  Larkin  and  Hyde 
Streets  would  interfere  with  a  'continuous  pedestrian  space'  between  City  Hall  and 
Market  Street."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  25  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

Assuming  sepsu^ate  funding  becomes  available,  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works  plans  to  construct  a  pedestrian  mall  in  the 
block  of  Fulton  Street  between  the  existing  Main  Library  and  the  new 
library  to  create  a  continuous  series  of  plazas  between  Market  Street  and 
City  HaU. 

The  commenter  correctly  states  that  this  area  is  crossed  by  Polk,  Larkin  and  Hyde 
Streets. 

PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 
Comment 

"In  the  EIR,  we  need  more  plans,  simplified  plans,  elevations,  and  cross-sections  to 
show  some  of  the  very  strange  circulation  patterns  that  will  result. 

"pp.  4.  33.  34  &  35.  The  use  of  the  term  '(partially  below  grade)'  is  misleading,  for 
under  the  Building  Code,  I  think  the  entire  Main  Floor  would  be  so  considered.  But 
terminology  isn't  the  issue.  What  concerns  me  is  that  between  the  two  Main  Floors 
there  is  an  intermediate  level  at  the  Grove  Street  entrance.  To  traverse  the  route 
between  any  of  the  three  entrances  and  the  Book  Check-in  &  -out  will  require  using 
stair  or  elevator  (or  ramp  at  Grove). 

"p.  34.  3rd  paragraph.  'It  would  be  possible  to  walk  .  .  .  .'  True  but  what  this  entails 
isn't  as  simple  as  it  sounds.  Entering  at  Fulton  or  Larkin  Street  and  exiting  on  Grove 
or  vice  versa  requires  descent  to  a  lower  level  and  ascent  to  an  upper  level  via  stairs  or 
elevator  (or  riuiip  at  Grove).  (It's  impossible  to  comment  on  other  circulation  concern 
because  of  lack  of  infomiation.) 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"What  are  needed  are  simplified  floor  plans  (preferably  for  all  floors)  and  a 
cross-section  or  two  which  would  include  the  most  heavily  used  entrance  level  at 
Grove.  Figure  5  (page  33)  seems  to  indicate  the  Main  Floor  only  slightly  below 
Hyde(?)  but  inspection  of  Figure  6  (page  35)  reveals  that  there  are  13  steps  downward 
from  that  street  to  the  checking  desk  and  a  much  greater  distance  from  the  other  two 
entrances.  Finally,  my  reading  from  the  three  plans  shown  is  that  if  one  selects  a  book 
to  check  out,  it  will  require  traveling  down  to  the  Main  Floor  (some  would  say 
basement;  Macy's  would  call  it  The  Cellar)  to  check  it  out  and  then  back  up  to  street 
level  to  exit."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  Grove  Street  entrance  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  at  street  level  on 
Grove  Street  and  would  open  into  an  entry  area  that  would  be  approximately 
midway  between  the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors.  The  Main  Floor  would  be 
below  grade.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  this  use  of  grade  changes  of  the 
site  would  allow  maximization  of  library  space  while  not  exceeding  an  overall 
80-foot  building  height.  As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  route  between  any  of  the 
three  entrances  and  the  book  check-in  and  check-out  would  require  use  of  stairs, 
elevator  on  ramp.  Entry  to  library  service  areas,  including  book  check-in  and 
check-out,  would  be  from  the  Main  Floor,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  34.  Thus,  a  patron 
entering  from  Grove  Street  would  go  down  13  stairs  to  the  Main  Floor  and  enter 
the  library.  To  walk  through  the  library  without  entering  the  service  area  would 
require  a  person  entering  from  Grove  Street  to  go  down  to  the  Main  Floor,  go  up 
about  22  stairs  to  the  Upper  Main  Roor,  and  walk  across  to  the  doors  at  Larkin  or 
Fulton  Streets.  The  opposite  would  be  true  for  persons  entering  from  Larkin  or 
Fulton  Streets;  to  enter  the  service  areas  would  require  a  descent  from  the  Upper 
Main  Floor  to  the  Main  Floor,  while  to  walk  through  the  building  to  Grove  Street 
would  require  a  descent  to  the  Main  Roor  and  an  ascent  of  1 3  steps  to  the  Grove 
Street  door.  An  elevator  would  carry  wheelchair  users  and  other  patrons  between 
the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors,  and  a  wheelchair  ramp  would  connect  the  Main 
Floor  and  Grove  Street  entry.  Book  check-in  and  check-out  facilities  would  be 
located  on  the  Main  Floor,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  34. 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Figure  C&R- 1  shows  a  photograph  of  a  cutaway  model  of  the  New  Main  Library 
atrium  and  Grove  Street  entrance  with  the  path  of  a  person  walking  through  the 
library  indicated  by  a  dashed  line. 

The  following  new  sentence  is  added  after  the  third  sentence  of  the  second  full 
piuagraph  on  DEIR  p.  34: 

The  Grove  Street  entrance  would  be  at  street  level  on  Grove  Street  and 
would  open  into  an  entry  area  that  would  be  approximately  midway 
between  the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors. 

The  fifth  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

It  would  be  possible  to  walk  through  the  building  between  any  two 
entrances  without  entering  secured  library  use  areas;  walking  to  or  from  the 
Grove  Street  entrance  would  require  walking  down  to  and  up  from  the  Main 
Floor  (two  flights  of  staiis  totaling  about  35  steps)  or  use  of  an  elevator. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  (continuing  to 
p.  37)  [p.  34a  in  the  Final  EIR]  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

The  Main  Floor  (see  Figure  6),  with  about  59,000  sq.  ft.,  would  be 
accessible  from  Grove  Street  via  a  stairway  and  a  wheelchair  ramp  and 
would  include  book  checkout  and  retum  desks,  the  so-called  first-stop 
reference  area,  newspaper-reading  facilities,  services  for  the 
hearing-impaired,  and  staff  work  areas. 

Comment 

"p.  30.  ...  Also,  in  addition  to  the  floor  elevations,  for  clarification,  show  Main  Floor 
level.  Grove  Street  entrance  level  and  indicate  the  relative  elevations  of  all  floors  in 
feet  as  has  been  done  for  parapet  height."  (Ed  Michael) 

Rt^spsmsfi 

See  EIR  Figures  2  and  5.  pp.  C&R.  15  -16.  which  have  been  revised  to  provide  the 
requested  infomiation.  They  replace  Figures  2  and  5  of  the  DEIR,  EIR  pp.  30  and 
33. 
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Grove  Street 
Vestibule 
(Elev.  5,5') 


Grove  Street 
Entrance 
(Elev.  5.5' 


Stairway  to         Entry  to         Main  Floor 
Main  Floor  Library  (Elev.O'; 

Services     (Base  of  Atrium) 


Stain/vay  to  Upper 
'  Upper  Main      Main  Floor 
Floor  (Elev.  12') 


Walking  Path 
Between  Grove 
and  Larkin  /  Fulton 


X  To  Larkin  Street 


Wheelchair  Ramp 
to  Main 


Central  Stair 
(to  Fourth  Floor) 


Elevator  Between  Main 
and  Upper  Main  Floor 


To  Fulton  Street 


Elevation  shown  for  purposes  of  illustration  are  heights  above  Main  Floor  (Main  Floor -0') 


SOURCE:  Simon  Martin-Vegue  Winkelstesin  Morris; 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


  SF  Main  Library  ■ 

Figure  C&R-l 

Model  Depicting  Main  Floor  and  Upper  Main  Roor  Portions 
of  Atrium  and  Grove  Street  Entrance 
of  Proposed  New  Main  Library 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"Pages  34  and  40:  'Grove  Street  entrance  is  expected  to  be  the  most  heavily  used.'  In 
testimony  before  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  in  August  1991,  Mr. 
Kenneth  Dowlin  (city  librarian)  stated  that  he  expected  the  majority  of  users  of  the 
new  main  library  to  be  coming  from  the  Market  Street  area.  I  think  that  the  DEIR 
should  address  the  feasibility  of  having  an  entrance  at  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  which 
would  be  convenient  to  users  coming  from  the  Market  Street  area,  rather  than  having  a 
patron  entrance  halfway  down  the  block  on  Grove  Street  and  none  at  all  on  Hyde 
Street.  An  entrance  at  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  would  be  prominently  (and  pleasingly) 
marked  by  keeping  the  Pioneer  Monument  at  its  present  location."  (Winchell  T. 
Hay  ward) 

Response 

The  EIR  analyzes  the  project  as  proposed,  that  is,  with  entrances  to  the  New  Main 
Library  at  Larkin,  Fulton,  and  Grove  Streets.  The  proposed  Grove  Street  entrance 
would  be  about  one -third  of  a  block  (about  180  ft.)  west  of  Hyde  Street.  An 
entrance  at  the  Grove-Hyde  Streets  comer  would  place  a  project  entrance  closer 
to  Market  Street  and  Muni  bus  and  Metro  lines,  as  well  as  BART,  and  would 
avoid  the  potential  for  vehicle-pedestrian  conflict  at  the  mid-block  Grove  Street 
entrance,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  143.  As  discussed  on  p.  143  this  potential  for 
conflict  could  also  be  reduced  by  other  means,  such  as  signs  or  barriers.  Moving 
this  entrance  to  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  could  require  redesign  of  the  project  in 
order  to  accommodate  the  auditorium,  children's  terrace,  some  compact  stacks, 
and  possibly  other  components  of  the  proposed  library.  See  also  the  response  to 
pp.  C&R.187  -  192,  under  Alternative  B.l. 

Cpmnient 

"The  new  Main  presented  in  this  EIR  is  mostly  wasted  space.  A  very  fancy  lightwell 
referred  to  as  the  atrium,  and  a  grand  central  staircase  appear  to  occupy  at  least  20 
percent  of  the  interior  space.  More  space  which  should  be  occupied  by  librarians  and 
readers  is  set  aside  for  a  television  studio,  a  video  production  center,  office  space  for 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Respo 


the  Friends,  a  gift  shop  and  book  store,  and  archival  museum  space,  and  a  fitness 
center  for  the  staff.  The  proposal  not  only  includes  a  kitchen  adjacent  to  the  meeting 
rooms  on  the  lower  level  for  catering  receptions,  but  also  a  pantry  by  the  city 
librarian's  office.  This  appears  to  be  the  same  size  as  the  office  space  designated  for 
each  branch  chief  and  support  staff."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  central  atrium  would  take  up  about  seven  percent  of  the  building's  floor 
space.  The  lightweUs  parallel  to  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets  would  take  up  about 
two  percent,  for  a  total  of  about  nine  percent,  not  20  percent  as  stated  by  the 
commenter.  Both  of  these  features  are  included  in  the  design  to  allow  natural 
light  into  the  building  ./I/ 

Comment 

"One  thing,  every  Civic  Center  building  that  we  have  at  some  point  on  the  facades 
makes  the  arch  a  prominent  feature.  I  see  only  90-degree  angles  in  this,  let  alone  depth. 

"p.  87.  4th  paragraph.  'Windows  .  .  .  would  be  of  similar  size  and  configuration  .  .  .  .' 
Windows  in  rectangular  frames  and  windows  in  arched  frames  do  not  have  the  same 
configuration."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  p.  87  of 
the  DEIR  is  revised  to  read  (new  text  underlined): 

Windows  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  would  be  of  similar  size  and 
spacing  to  those  in  the  existing  library  building. 

Comment 

"P.  61.  'The  (existing)  library  building  includes  notable  architectural  features.'  There 
is  no  indication  in  the  DEIR  that  the  proposed  new  library  building  will  have  any  of 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


these  gracious  features,  all  suggesting  a  reverence  for  culture  and  learning  and 
showing  respect  and  honor  for  great  literary  figures.  Such  'sub-liminal'  messages  are 
important,  and  they  should  not  be  left  out  of  the  new  library  building.  The  DEIR 
should  comment  on  this."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  Draft  EIR  analyzes  the  project  as  proposed.  The  EIR  describes  the  interior  of 
the  proposed  New  Main  Library  in  the  Project  Description  section,  pp.  34-39. 
The  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  include  architectural  feamres  such  as  a 
central  atrium,  interior  light  weUs  on  floors  two  through  five,  and  bridges 
spanning  these  light  wells  and  other  open  spaces.  As  described  in  this  section  of 
the  EIR,  the  interior  of  New  Main  Library  would  not  replicate  that  of  the  existing 
library  building,  and  is  not  intended  to  do  so. 

Comment 

"From  all  reports  it  seems  that  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  welcome  another  location 
rather  than  the  Old  Main  Library."  (Edith  McMillan) 

"The  Asian  Art  Museum  (co-sponsor  of  this  proposal)  is  perfect  in  its  present  tranquil 
site,  overlooking  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  —  a  lovely  place  to  visit  for  residents  and 
tourists  alike."  (Lee  Gertler) 

"Also,  the  very  contrast  of  the  [exceptional]  Avery  Brundage  Asian  Art  Museum 
collection  —  I  think  to  put  in  a  building  like  that,  a  classical  revival  Beaux  Arts,  that  it 
would  soon  be  perceived  to  be  a  mistake,  and  I  don't  think  that  the  city  should  make 
this  mistake  irreversible,  at  least  not  remove  the  mottoes. 

"The  Asian  Art  collection  is  so  exceptional,  I  would  prefer  to  see  the  whole  De  Young 
Museum  be  the  Asian  Art  collection.  And  I  think  that  would  be  better.  It's  right  next 
to  the  incredible  Tea  Garden.  Windows  opening  on  to  the  garden  are  beautiful,  and 
you  will  never  have  an  arrangement  like  that  in  Civic  Center,  and  that  collection  is  far 
superior  to  what  I  think  is  there  to  be  done."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood 
Association) 


C&R.19 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  EIR  includes  Alternative  E,  Existing  Library  as 
Courts  Facility,  EIR  pp.  205-207,  which  would  not  locate  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
in  the  Old  Main  Library.  The  following  comments  were  made  by  Rand  Castile, 
Director,  Asian  Art  Museum,  at  the  DEIR  hearing: 

Comment 

"I  just  wanted  to  make  a  correction  of  some  of  the  testimony  that  was  made  here 
today.  Most  of  the  references  made  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  came  from  newspaper 
articles,  which  reporters  spoke  neither  to  me  nor  any  member  of  the  commission  nor 
any  member  of  the  staff.  A  lot  of  it  is  simply  gossip  and  rumor  that  has  continued  to 
go  around. 

Most  particularly,  though,  I  just  wanted  to  bring  your  attention  to  the  statement  that 
was  made  earlier  about  our  institution  looking  for  another  site,  considering  other  sites. 
There  has  been  no  consideration  of  any  other  site,  none  whatsoever,  by  any  member  of 
the  commission  or  me  or  my  staff. 

"The  question  has  always  been  raised  about  whether  this  kind  of  Beaux  Arts  building 
is  appropriate  for  an  Asian  art  collection.  We  answered  that  ourselves  by  taking 
photographs  of  all  the  major  museums  in  Asia,  of  which  the  majority  are  Beaux  Arts, 
and  we  feel  if  it's  good  enough  for  the  people  of  Asia,  it's  good  enough,  probably,  for 
us."  (Rand  Castile,  Asian  Art  Museum) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted. 
Comment 

"Page  25,  last  sentence:  Is  this  the  current  information?"  (Commissioner  Susan 
Bierman) 
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Response 


The  sentence  to  which  the  comment  refers  describes  the  Fulton  Street  Mail  as  part 
of  the  project.  The  Fulton  Street  pedestrian  mall  is  still  proposed  and  is  part  of 
the  project  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Since  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  has  approved  a  bond  measure  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot, 
to  fund  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  reconstruction  of  Civic  Center 
Plaza. 


The  second  full  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  40,  is  replaced  by  the  following  new 
paragraph  and  revised  paragraph  which  update  the  status  of  the  Mall.  (Revised 
language  is  underlined): 

Mall  plans  include  modification  of  the  podium  around  the  existing  library 
building  to  match  the  stepped  podium  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library; 
an  east-west  pedestrian  concourse  wide  enough  to  accommodate  large 
events  and  emergency  vehicles;  a  north-south  walkway  linking  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  and  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum;  and 
paving  and  lighting  to  link  of  the  proposed  mall  with  United  Nations  Plaza 
to  the  east  and  Civic  Center  Plaza  to  the  west.  The  bond  measure  for  the 
Mall  would  also  fund  reconstruction  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  to  its  original 
1912design./5/ 

Fulton  Street  would  be  used  as  a  constmction  staging  area  for  the  New 
Main  Library,  and  at  least  a  ponion  of  the  street  would  be  used  for 
construction  staging  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion.  Contingent  on 
approval  of  a  bond  issue  on  the  June  1992  ballot,  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  would  complete  the  pedestrian  mall  in  two  phases,  beginning  after 
completion  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  concluding  after  completion  of 
the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion.  The  street  would  be  closed  once 
construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  began./5/ 


The  following  is  added  as  a  new  foomote  to  EIR  Section  II,  immediately 
following  the  last  footnote  on  p.  46: 

/5/     Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Civic  Center 
Plaza-Fulton  Street  Mall  Bond  Program  Report,  September  1991. 


The  second-to-last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  6  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  underlined): 


Constmction  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  phased  over  four 
years  beiiinnun;  m  1996- 
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The  fourth  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  41  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  underlined): 

Constmction  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  phased  over  four 
years  beginning  in  1996:  construction  budget  and  schedule  are  in  the 
planning  stages. 

Comment 

"Page  41,  Paragraph  4:  How  much  in  1992  dollars? 

"Page  41,  Paragraph  5:  How  much  in  1992  dollars?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 
Response 

The  cost  information  in  the  DEIR  was  prepared  for  DEIR  publication  in  1991. 
The  following  information  provides  an  update,  for  informational  purposes.  The 
paragraphs  cited  by  the  commenter  state  the  New  Main  Library  construction  costs 
of  $77  million,  and  Asian  Art  Museum  construction  costs  of  $55  million,  both  in 
1990  dollars.  Assuming  a  3.5  percent  annual  inflation  rate  for  construction  and 
financing  costs,  the  New  Main  Library  would  cost  about  $82.5  million  in  1992 
dollars,  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  remodeling  would  cost  about  $59  million  in 
1992  dollars.  Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  cost  from  about 
$640,000  to  several  million  dollars  (1992  dollars)  depending  on  the  site  chosen, 
according  to  preliminary  estimates. 

PROJECT  APPROVALS,  GENERAL 

Comment 

"Members  of  the  commission,  you  have  received  our  correspondence  earlier  and  our 
resolution  on  this.  We  are  also  a  participant  in  the  Civic  Pride  group. 

"I  come  to  you  today  to  take  a  different  tack,  and  that  is  to  go  outside  of  the  things  that 
we  wish  were  in  this  EIR  and  are  not,  and  to  get  on  with  it  as  soon  as  we  can.  I  think 
there  are  other  groups  that  will  be  making  decisions  along  with  you  regarding  some  of 
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the  particulars  that  have  been  presented  to  you  today,  and  some  of  the  omissions,  some 
prescriptive  material  will  be  forthcoming  from  other  groups  and  other  hearings,  but  I 
think,  ultimately,  the  big  concern  is  to  move  forward  with  the  plan  as  soon  as  we  can. 

"You  will  hear  from  us  later  on  our  concerns  about  the  omission  on  parking  that  might 
be  adequate  for  the  needs  of  small  businesses  in  the  Tenderloin.  We  are  sorry  that 
bicycles  weren't  included  in  the  study.  We  think  the  Pioneer  Monument  height  should 
be  stated  clearly.  With  these  contingencies,  we  wish  you  could  go  ahead  with  this  plan 
and  move  quickly."  (Elizabeth  Martin,  SF  Beautiful) 

"I  would  like  to  urge  you  to  keep  on  track,  not  to  extend  the  EIR  period.  We  have  had 
many  hearings  on  this  already.  As  someone  else  said,  you  aren't  the  ones  who  make 
the  final  decision  on  a  lot  of  this.  You  just  have  to  adopt  the  EIR. 

"Since  1944,  the  current  Main  Library  has  been  at  capacity.  In  1988,  72.8  percent  of 
the  voters  said  they  wanted  a  new  library.  The  foundation  is  raising  money  for  the 
inside  of  it.  The  architects  have  been  working  on  it.  We  need  to  keep  going. 

'I  just  want  to  say  one  thing  about  the  auditorium.  We  need  a  new  auditorium.  Right 
now.  we  have  the  Lurie  Room,  which  holds  200  people.  The  Friends  of  the  Library, 
along  with  the  library  staff,  have  many  uses  for  a  large  auditorium.  It's  one  way  you 
get  people  into  the  library.  So  a  new  auditorium  is  very,  very  important.  Don't  extend 
the  period."  (Jane  Winslow,  Friends  of  the  Library) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  Parking  concerns  and  bicycles  are  addressed  in  the 
Transportation  section,  EIR  pp.  144  -  151,  and  in  this  Comments  and  Responses 
document  (pp.  C&R.131  -  146).  The  height  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  40  feet,  is 
provided  on  p.  62  of  the  EIR.  where  it  is  stated,  "the  central  figure  in  the 
monument  is  a  1 0-foot  tall  female  figure  of  'California'  holding  a  spear  and 
shield.  She  stands  atop  a  30-foot  granite  pedestal,  .  .  ." 
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PROJECT  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 
Comment 

"This  EIR  hearing  will  eventually  conclude  with  a  decision  for  certification  or 
non-certification.  Even  though  technically  the  Planning  Commission  does  not  make  a 
decision  on  the  design  itself  (which  is  left  to  the  Arts  Commission  and  the  Library 
Commission)  the  other  bodies  must  address  the  environmental  mitigations  that  you 
request,  and  must  be  govemed  by  your  findings  of  significance. 

"Furthermore,  you  could  vote  to  adopt  a  motion  which  endorses  the  SFT  alternative 
and  recommend  thft  design  changes  TOggested  in  the  altf-Tiiarive  to  the  Arts 
Commissicm  and  the  Library  Conimissi<m.  (Commenters'  emphasis  included)" 
(Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  MUler,  SFT) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  They  do  not  directly  address  the  content  of  the  EIR  and 
no  response  is  needed. 

Comment 

"In  addition,  the  City  Planning  Commission  has  full  jurisdiction  regarding  the  Master 
Plan  referral.  You  must  hold  a  public  hearing  and  find  that  the  design  is  in  conformity 
with  the  Master  Plan  (excerpts  underlined  on  [pp.  C&R.25  -  28])  and  cannot  use  the 
routine  'administrative  review'  process  that  is  followed  for  minor  projects." 
(Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  MUler,  SFT) 

You  win  have  to  conduct  a  hearing,  a  public  hearing,  on  the  Master  Plan  approval. 
Your  own  resolution  of  1981  said  that  it's  only  the  routine  cases,  the  small  cases,  that 
could  be  done  administratively.  The  Master  Plan  referral,  that  is  your  finding  that  this 
project  in  aU.  its  aspects  would  be  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan,  has  to  be  done 
here  at  a  public  hearing. 
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APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 


Following  a  public  heanng  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR, 
responses  to  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared.  The  HlK  will  be  revised  as 
appropriate  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  certification  as  to 
accuracy,  objectivity  and  completeness.  No  permits  may  be  issued  before  the  Final 
EIR  is  certified. 


On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the 
Accountable  Planning  Initiative.  The  measure  established  eight  Priority  Policies. 
These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses; 
protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable 
housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and 
service  land  uses  from  cotnmercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  residential 
employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic 
building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any 
project  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEQA  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or 
development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  projea  or 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  City  Planning  Commission,  in 
reviewing  the  encroachment  permit  application  for  the  library  for  conformity  with  the 
Master  Plan,  and  the  Zoning  Administrator,  in  the  Variance  decisions,  will  make  a 
determination  of  the  project's  conformance  with  the  Priority  Policies  (City  Planning 
Code  Section  101.1)  and  will  so  advise  the  Library  and  Arts  Commissions. 

As  noted  above,  the  project  would  be  reviewed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in 
the  context  of  applicable  objectives  and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan. 
Relevant  objectives  and  policies  of  these  elements  are  delineated  below. 

The  Coinmerce  and  Industry  Element 

•      Objeaive  2,  to  "maintain  and  enhance  a  sound  and  diverse  economic  base  and 
fiscal  structure  for  the  city;"  and  associated  Policy  3,  to  "maintain  a  favorable 
social  and  cultural  climate  in  the  city  in  order  to  enhance  its  attractiveness  as  a 
firm  location." 


The  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 

•      Objective  2,  to  "develop  and  maintain  a  diversified  and  balanced  city-wide 
system  of  high  q\ial^rv  Py^iif,  opcn^gace:"  Policy  3,  to  "presen^^unHjgh^^ 
public  open  spaces. "  and  Poiic)wjy^ciquiie  additiona^penspac^o^ublic 
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n.  Projea  Description 


The  Transportation  Element 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  2,  to  "ejv^nontvt^publ^^ 
SanFrancisco^stransport^^ 

foLicy  0,  to^assu3?exp5n3e^mo5inty  ror  me  oisadvantagea. 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  6,  to  'Igrovidemcentivg^^gyjj^^  and 
vanpools,  and  reduce  the  nee^oHiew  or  expanded  automobile  anu  automobile 
paridng  facilities." 


Objective  7,  to  'Igi^vkj^afj^m^Jg^jgfl^^flafi^jftUjg^Jgj^        Policy  1,  to 
"widen  sidewalx^rnerSnieasiy£_£Qnim££giaL^£I£aiifl^ 
acTTviT^is^resenrT^nQTolicy  4,  to  "panially  or  wholly  clos^^rtain  stree 


requireTasTraSic  carriers  for  pedestrian  use  or  open  space." 


streets  not 


Objective  9,  to  "provide  secure  and  convenient  parking  facilities  for  bicycles;" 
Policy  1,  "include  facilities  for  bicycle  users  in  governmental,  commercial  and 
residential  developments;  and  Policy  3,  to  "emphasize  security  in  bicycle  parking 
design."  . 


The  Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1,  "emphasis  of  the  characteristic  pattern  which  gives  to  the  city  and  its 
neighborhoods  an  image,  a  sense  of  purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation;" 
Policy  3,  to  "recognize  thai  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effea 
that  characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts;"  Policy  4,  to  "protect  and  promote 
large-scale  landscaping  and  open  space  that  define  districts  and  topography;" 
Policy  5,  to  "emphasize  the  sp>ecial  nature  of  each  district  through  distinctive 
landscaping  and  other  features;"  Policy  6,  to  "mak^cefljgfjy^^ctivitvr^^ 
pjgmiijjfl^jlljgy^l^jj^^^  7,  to 
jecognizejhejiatural^oundaries  of  distncts^^  and  proinotecormections  between 

•  Objective  2,  "conservation  of  resources  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature, 
continuity  with  the  past,  and  freedom  from  overcrowding;"  Policy  4,  to  "preserve 
J20tablejandmarks_and_^  architectural  or  aesthetic  value^ anT"^^ 
promot^neTreseSltian^^tl^ 

wjfh  na-sr  development:"  Policy  5,  to  "use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings, 
^     in  order  to  enhance  rather  than  weaken  the  original  character  of  such  buildings;" 
Policy  6,  to  "respect  the  chajaaer.ofjilder-develotnneiit.  nearby  in  the  design  of 
new_buildings^^*oIicv  7.  to  "recogiiize  and  protea  outstandinjgjand  uiuque  areas 
that  contribute  in  an  extraordinary  dgfiiEe  to  5an  hrancisco's  visual  form  and 
character^  and  hoiicv  y.  to  review  proix)sais  tor  the  avmg  up  oi  street  areas  in 
teims  oi  ail  the  public  values  that  streets  afford." 

•  Objective  4,  "improvement  of  the  neighborhood  environment  to  increase  personal 
safety,  comfon,  pride  and  opportunity;"  Policy  3,  to  "provide  adequate  lighting  in 
public  areas;"  Policy  4,  to  "design  walkways  and  parking  facilities  to  minimize 
danger  to  pedestrians;"  Policy  5,  to  "provide  adequate  maintenance  for  public 
areas;"  Policy  6,  to  "emphasize  the  importance  of  local  centers  providing 
commercial  and  government  services; '  Policy  12,  to  "install,  promote  and 
maintain  landscaping  in  public  and  private  areas; "  Policy  13,  to  "jm^jj^ 
^jedestrian^rea^^^rov^jjiflgjjy^  and  Policy  14,  to 

remove  and  obscure  distractmg  and  clunering  elements." 
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LX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses     n.  Projea  Description 
The  Environmental  Protection  Element 

•  Objective  1 ,  Policy  4,  to  "assure  that  all  new  development  meets  strict 
environmental  quality  standards  and  recognizes  human  needs." 

•  Objective  12,  to  "establish  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as  a  model  for 
energy  management." 

•  Objective  15.  to  "increase  the  energy  efficiency  of  transportation  and  encourage 
land  use  patterns  and  methods  of  transportation  which  use  less  energy;"  and 
Policy  3,  to  "encourage  an  urban  design  pattern  that  will  minimize  travel 
requirements  among  working,  shopping,  recreation,  school  and  childcare  areas." 


The  Commtmity  Safety  Element 

•      Objective  2,  to  "preserve,  consistent  with  life  safety  considerations,  the 

architectural  character  of  buildings  and  structiires  important  to  the  unique  visual 
image  of  San  Francisco;"  and  Policy  1,  to  "retain  the  architecttiral  design 
character  of  buildings  and  structures  in  the  renovation  work  required  for 
abatement  of  hazards  to  life  safety." 


The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan 

•  Objeaive  1,  to  "maintain  and  reinforce  the  Civic  Center  as  the  symbolic  and 
ceremonial  focus  of  community  government  and  culture;"  Policy  1,  to  "emphasize 
key  public  buildings,  paniculorly  City  Hall,  through  visually  prominent  siting;" 
Policy  2,  to  "maintain  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the  Civic  Center;" 
Policy  3,  to  "design  Civic  Center  buildings  and  opeh  spaces  to  serve  as  public 
patherin^  places  for  ceremonial-  cultural  recreafional  anri  other  communifv 
artivififts;"  Policy  4  to  "prnvtHe  a  sense  of  identitv  and  cohesiveness  through 
umfying  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments;"  and  Policy  5,  to  "maintain  existing 
streets  as  vehicular,  pedestrian  or  open  space  corridors." 

•  Objective  2,  to  "develop  the  Civic  Center  as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative 
functions  of  city,  state,  and  federal  government,  and  as  a  focal  point  for  cultural, 
ceremonial,  and  community  activities;"  Policy  1,  to  "design  the  Civic  Center  to 
promote  efficiency  and  convenience  within  and  between  the  governmental 
entities  represented,  and  provide  for  their  orderly  expansion;'  and  Policy  2,  to 
"locate  civic  cultural  facilities  in  the  Civic  Center." 

•  Objeaive  3,  to  "provide  convenient  access  to  and  circulation  within  the  Civic 
Center,  and  support  facilities  and  services;"  and  Policy  1,  to  "Ic^^te  buildings^ 
employing  large  number  of  employees  and/Qi-attiactiii£-large  numbers'of  visitors 
m  conven^ient  pedestrian  uroximity  topubuc  transit  and  off-street  parking 
facilities."  ~  ' 


The  project  would  respond,  in  general,  to  the  above  noted  Master  Plan  Objectives  and 
Policies. 


C  &  R.27 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses    II.  Project  Description 


The  projea  would  not  provide  caipool  or  vanpool  spaces  for  employees  (Objective  2, 
Policy  6).  However,  the  project  would  have  convenient  access  to  most  transit  carriers 
(Objective  1,  Policy  2). 

Design  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be 
considered^jj^om^^^rairesgor^^  ^or 
example,  see  Urban  Desi_gn_ElemenK)b|ective_2^_^^  However, 
Urban  Design  issues  are  often  subjective  by  nature  and  arguments  for  and  against  the 
design  of  the  library  and  relocation  of  the  monimient  have  been,  and  will  continue  to 


be.  made.  ^i^decisioriMnaker^riu^^ 
^iast^^lai^n^nus^alai^ 

The  Zoning  Administrator  must  approve  Variances  for  the  New  Main  Library  and  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  to  provide  less  than  the  required  number  of  parking  spaces. 

As  noted  on  p.  42,  the  City  Planning  Commission  must  consider  project  conformity 
witli  the  Master  Plan.  The  encroachment  permit  for  the  New  Main  Library,  to 
encroach  into  the  street  right-of-way  below  grade,  would  require  consideration  of 
conformity  with  tlie  Master  Plan,  as  would  closure  of  Fulton  Street  for  a  pedestrian 
mall. 

The  City  Plaiming  Commission  must  consider  any  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza, 
under  the  sunlight  ordinance  (Code  Section  295). 


The  encroachment  of  the  New  Main  Library  extension  into  the  street  right-of-way 
below  grade  would  require  an  encroachment  permit,  as  noted,  from  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 

The  Literary  Commission  must  approve  the  design  of  the  New  Main  Library, 
including  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  relocation, 
remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  would  be  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Asian  Art  Commission  once  the  building  were  transferred  to  the 
museum. 


Closure  of  Fulton  Street  for  a  pedestrian  mall  would  require  the  approval  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisor^:. 
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"So  we  "re  looking  forward  to  coming  again  to  talk  about  the  Master  Plan  elements. 
And  that's  the  charge  of  the  Library  Commission  and  the  Arts  Commission,  and  it  is  a 
bit  of  education  for  them.  I  wish  they  were  here  or  that  you  could  hold  a  joint  hearing 
on  the  Master  Plan  referral  with  both  the  Library  Commission  and  the  Arts 
Commission  because  they,  too,  are  subject  to  making  sure  that  any  project  they 
approve  is  conforming  with  the  Master  Plan."  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

"We  believe  that  it  may  be  the  Planning  Commission's  mission  to  instruct  the  other 
Commissions  in  the  necessity  of  using  the  EIR  process  to  further  the  goals  both  of 
good  design  and  adherence  to  law  (CEQA,  and  the  City  Charter,  which  requires 
adherence  to  the  Master  Plan  for  all  Commissions'  actions).  In  that  connection,  we 
request  that  the  Planning  Commission  invite  the  Library  and  Arts  Commissions  to  a 
joint  public  hearing  for  the  certification  of  the  EIR  and  also  for  the  Master  Plan 
referral.  The  Planning  Commission  has  the  widest  mailing  list  for  its  agenda  and  most 
commodious  hearing  chamber.  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  will  consider  the 
project's  conformity  with  the  Priority  Policies  set  forth  in  City  Planning  Code 
Section  101.1,  as  well  as  the  project's  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  pursuant 
to  City  Planning  Code  Section  234.1 .  With  respect  to  design  issues,  the  City 
Charter  has  vested  the  Arts  Commission  with  mandatory  review  and  approval 
power,  so  that  the  Arts  Commission  will  have  final  authority  over  the  design  of 
the  New  Main  Library. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  could  consider  a  request  for  a  joint  hearing  with 
the  Arts  Commission  and  the  Library  Commission  at  the  time  an  application 
warranting  Master  Plan  review  is  before  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

Comment 

"The  commission  should  also  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  they  should  take  up 
again  the  issue  of  establishing  a  local  landmark  Civic  Center  Historic  District  so  that  a 
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certificate  of  appropriateness  would  have  to  be  voted  both  by  LPAB  and  CPC  before 
new  construction  or  removal  of  artifacts  could  take  place."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  City  Planning  Commissioners  will  receive  the  Draft 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  including  this  comment.  The  EIR 
describes  the  proposed  historic  district  on  EIR  pp.  54  -  58. 

Comment 

"Civic  Center  Plaza 

"In  Section  VII  (Altematives),  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  discussed 
and  the  text  states  on  page  192:  This  altemative  describes  the  five  locations  currently 
under  consideration  by  the  Arts  Commission  for  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument ....  The  Arts  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  publicly  installed  art  and 
must  approve  a  decision  to  relocate  the  monument,  as  well  as  the  relocation  site.  Civic 
Center  Plaza  is  described  as  a  possible  relocation  site  for  the  monument. 

"Civic  Center  Plaza  and  the  Civic  Center  Garage  are  park  properties  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  The  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  any  modification  or  alteration  of  the  plaza  or  the 
Civic  Center  Garage  to  accommodate  the  monument,  would  also  require  the  review 
and  approval  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  This  should  be  noted  in  the 
final  EIR.  (Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

"The  final  EIR  should  also  state  that  design  guidelines  and  a  conceptual  design  for 
Civic  Center  Plaza  were  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  in  March 
1986  and  October  1987  respectively.  The  Recreation  and  Park  commission  would 
have  to  consider  whether  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  Civic  Center 
Plaza  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  adopted  design  guidelines  and  conceptual  design." 
(Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 
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Response 

The  following  new  sentence  is  added  *"ollowing  the  second  sentence  of  the  first 
paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  6: 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  must  approve  relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  any  change  to  the  plaza. 

The  following  new  paragraphs  are  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  46: 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  must  approve  relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  any  modification  or  alteration 
to  the  plaza,  should  the  plaza  be  chosen  as  the  relocation  site. 

The  commission  would  consider,  among  other  factors,  whether  relocation 
of  the  monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  consistent  with  adopted 
design  criteria  for  the  plaza. 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR 
p.  58: 

In  addition,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  adopted  design  guidelines 
and  a  conceptual  design  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  in  1986  and  1987, 
respectively.  Those  design  criteria  call  for  restoration  of  the  plaza  to  the 
original  1912  design,  which  was  constructed  between  1914  and  1925. 

Comment 

"It  should  be  noted  that  the  area  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  (and  immediately  adjacent 
to  it)  was  set  aside  for  the  Pioneer  Monument  by  action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in 
May  of  1886.  Another  action  by  the  present  Board  of  Supervisors  rescinding  this  1886 
resolution  would  need  to  be  made  before  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  legally  be 
moved  and  the  land  used  for  other  purposes."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

Tliere  is  no  legal  requirement  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  rescind  resolutions. 
Moreover,  jurisdiction  over  the  location  and  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument 
rests  with  the  Arts  Commission. 
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Comment 

"It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  plans  are  far  advanced  for  this  project  which 
represents  a  lot  of  public  monies.  How  has  this  been  allowed  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  draft  E.I.R.  has  not  even  been  approved?"  (Ramona  Albright,  Twin  Peaks  CouncU) 

"The  basic  problem  here  is  ~  and  I  think  we  all  suspect  it  —  they  are  in  working 
drawings.  Without  an  EIR,  they  are  in  working  drawings,  and  that's  why  they  are 
bemg  so  rigid."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

Response 

The  Califomia  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  is  clear  that  final  approval(s) 
of  a  project  may  not  occur  until  there  is  a  complete  environmental  document, 
providing  information  to  the  decision  makers.  CEQA  also  intends  that  a  project 
be  far  enough  along  so  that  the  relevant  information  can  be  provided.  For 
example,  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15004  (b)  discusses  the  need  for 
environmental  review  "as  early  as  feasible  in  the  planning  process  to  enable 
environmental  considerations  to  influence  project  program  and  design  and  yet  late 
enough  to  provide  meaningful  information  for  environmental  assessment."  As 
stated  on  EIR  p.  187,  the  decision  makers  "could  approve  an  alternative  instead  of 
the  project  if  the  decision  makers  believed  the  altemative  would  be  more 
appropriate  for  the  sites." 

Public  monies  may  be  spent  on  developing  plans  to  a  level  of  specificity  that 
would  aUow  for  meaningful  environmental  analysis  without  running  afoul  of 
CEQA.  Moveover,  the  development  of  plans  does  not  preclude  any  altematives. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  THE  PROJECT  TO  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  MASTER  PLAN 
Comment 

"Policy  1  [under  Objective  4  of  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element]  provides  that 
the  City  'make  better  use  of  existing  facilities.'  In  the  discussion  that  follows  it 
provides  that  'frequency  of  maintenance  and  the  extent  of  coital  improvements  should 
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relate  directly  to  intensity  of  use.'  Almost  three-quarters  of  all  library  usage  takes 
place  at  neighborhood  branches  and  not  at  the  Main  at  Civic  Center.  How  does 
allocation  of  bond  monies  for  this  development,  with  its  overbalance  against 
renovation  of  more  neighborhood  libraries,  measure  up  under  the  consideration  of 
Human  Needs  [in  the  Neighborhood  Environment  section]  of  the  Urban  Design 
Element  of  the  Master  Plan? 

The  people  of  San  Francisco  are  the  City's  reason  for  being  and  its  hope  for  the 
future.  Most  residents  live  in  areas  that  can  be  characterized  as  distinct 
neighborhoods,  and  the  quality  of  these  neighborhoods  has  a  strong  effect  upon 
their  personal  outlook.  Neighborhood  quality  is  of  overriding  importance  to  the 
individual,  since  the  most  basic  human  needs  must  be  satisfied  close  to  home. 
The  long-term  future  of  the  City's  entire  physical  environment  may  also  depend 
upon  good  neighborhoods,  because  only  when  they  find  satisfaction  in  their  own 
areas  can  residents  freely  turn  their  attention  to  matters  affecting  the  larger 
community.  [Urban  Design  Element,  p.  1.5.37]"  (Stephen  Pantos) 

"Objective  Four  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  calls  for  the  'improvement  of  the 
neighborhood  environment  to  increase  personal  safety,  comfort,  pride,  and 
opportunity'  and  Policy  Six  reminds  planners  to  'emphasize  the  importance  of  local 
centers  providing  commercial  and  government  services.'  Probably  the  most  prominent 
center  of  government  service  in  each  San  Francisco  neighborhood  is  the  branch 
library,  which  is  often  adjacent  to  the  local  recreation  center.  Neighborhood  libraries 
provide  opportunities  for  education,  enlightenment,  and  entertainment  which  are 
within  easy  reach,  available  to  all  ages,  and  safely  accessible  on  foot  or  bicycle.  Most 
neighborhood  branches  (by  design)  have  MUNI  service  and  some  nearby  parking.  The 
plan  under  consideration  calls  for  doubling  the  patronage  at  the  Main,  with  no 
adequate  provision  for  access:  MUNI  lines  near  the  Civic  Center  are  already 
unpleasantly  crowded  much  of  the  day  and  jammed  during  rush  hour;  parking  in  the 
Civic  Center  is  reduced  under  this  plan  for  the  New  Main,  contravening 
Objective  Two,  Policy  Six  of  the  Transportation  Element;  and  convenient,  secure 
bicycle  parking  (Objective  Nine  of  the  Transportation  Element)  has  not  been  provided. 

"The  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  (Objective  Two)  requires  that  the  City 
'maintain  a  sound  fiscal  structure  and  (Policy  Three)  ...  a  favorable  social  and  cultural 
climate  ...  in  order  to  enhance  its  attractiveness  as  a  firm  location.'  Yet  library 
planners  disregarded  the  wishes  and  needs  of  the  downtown  business  community  in 
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closing  the  Business  Branch  in  1988.  The  prospect  of  a  bigger  and  better  department 
at  the  Main  evidently  has  not  compensated  the  business  community  for  the 
inconvenience  of  the  Civic  Center  location.  Downgrading  (and/or  closing)  more 
neighborhood  libraries  will  inconvenience  small  businesses  in  every  part  of  the  City  ~ 
contravening  both  cited  clauses  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element."  (Lee  Gertler) 

"Objective  Fifteen  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  directs  planners  to 
'encourage  an  urban  design  pattem  that  will  minimize  travel  requirements  among 
working,  shopping,  recreation,  school,  and  child-care  areas.'  This  seems  to  call,  once 
again,  for  upgrading  all  branch  libraries  (renovation  and  seismic  strengthening  as 
provided  in  the  Library  Bond)  and  improving  their  collections  and  hours  ~  making 
each  branch  sufficient  to  stand  alone,  meeting  the  needs  of  good  readers  in  every 
neighborhood.  The  Main  should  serve  the  City  Center  as  a  branch  library  and  should 
also  house  the  San  Francisco  history  collection,  the  City  Archives,  the  public 
documents  collection,  the  rare  book  collection,  and  the  periodical  reading  room. 

"Emphasis  on  neighborhood  library  branches  and  the  expansion  of  their  collections 
also  is  indicated  in  the  Transportation  Element  which  instructs  city  planners  to  give 
priority  to  public  transit  as  a  means  of  meeting  San  Francisco's  transportation  needs, 
particularly  those  of  commuters.  City  library  patrons  need  library  services  near  where 
they  live,  study,  work,  and  shop,"  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  Master  Plan  objectives  and  policies  noted  by  the  commenter  are  included  on 
EIR  pp.  42  -  44.  Branch  and  Main  Libraries  provide  different  opportunities.  As 
the  commenter  notes,  branches  are  conveniently  located  near  residences.  The 
Main  Library  is  conveniently  located  near  workplaces,  and  is  the  branch  for  the 
Tenderloin  neighborhood.  Parking  may  be  more  available  at  some  branches. 
MUNI  vehicles  are  typically  not  as  crowded  in  neighborhoods,  but  service  is  not 
as  frequent  in  midday  as  it  is  near  the  Main  Library.  In  relation  to  the  comment 
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regarding  jammed  transit  service  during  rush  hour,  as  the  EIR  notes  in  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  130,  peak  hours  for  library  use  are  spread  throughout  the 
aftemoon  from  1:30  to  5:30,  during  most  of  which  time  transit  service  is  less 
crowded  than  in  the  peak  commute  hours. 

Regarding  use  of  the  Main  Library  versus  branch  libraries,  according  to  library 
staff,  in  fiscal  year  1990  -  1991  the  Main  Library  accounted  for  about  25  percent 
of  systemwide  patronage,  while  the  branches  and  reading  centers  (branches 
offering  reduced  services)  together  accounted  for  about  75  percent  of  systemwide 
patronage.  Of  branch  libraries,  the  Chinatown  branch  accounted  for  the  most, 
13  percent,  of  system  patronage  and  the  Oceanview  reading  center  accounted  for 
the  least,  less  than  0.5  percent.  Thus  the  Main  Library,  itself,  served  the  greatest 
amount  of  system  patronage,  about  25  percent,  nearly  double  that  of  the  busiest 
branch,  Chinatown  with  13  percent./2/  A  Main  Library  and  branch  libraries  are 
not,  in  any  case,  mutually  exclusive. 

Objective  2,  Policy  6  of  the  Transportation  Element  states,  "Provide  incentives 
for  the  use  of  transit,  carpools  and  vanpools,  and  reduce  the  need  for  new  or 
expanded  automobile  and  automobile  parking  facilities."  The  project  would  not 
necessarily  conflict  with  this  policy  by  removing  parking.  Regarding  bicycle 
parking,  the  New  Main  Library  would  include  secure,  indoor  bicycle  parking:  for 
patrons  (22  spaces)  and  employees  (25  spaces)  would  be  provided,  as  well  as 
eight  outdoor  racks  (see  p.  C&R.134). 

The  Master  Plan  contains  numerous  objectives  and  policies  some  of  which  may 
come  into  conflict.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning,  in  making  a  determination  about  project  consistency  with  the  Master 
Plan,  must  balance  conflicting  objectives  and  policies  to  achieve  the  project  that, 
overall,  best  meets  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan. 

Please  also  see  the  discussion  regarding  Library  Operations  on  pp.  C&R.5  -  8. 
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Comment 

"The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  calls  for  'conservation  of  resources 
which  provide  .  .  .  continuity  with  the  past .  .  .  and  [preservation  of]  notable  landmarks 
and  areas  of  historical,  architectural,  or  aesthetic  value  .  .  .  .'  This  stipulation  seems  to 
me  a  strong  argument  to  keep  the  Main  Library  a  library  ~  with  its  statues, 
entabulature,  inscriptions,  and  murals  intact."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  existing  library  building  would  be  retained,  which 
would  respond  to  the  policies  cited  by  the  commenter,  and  reused  as  the  Asian 
Art  Museum  under  the  project  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Exterior  and  interior  changes 
would  be  made  by  the  museum,  as  noted  on  EIR  pp.  82-83.  Please  see  the  fourth 
paragraph  of  the  response  regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of 
City  Planning  determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  p.  C&R.35,  above. 

Comment 

"I  am  submitting  the  enclosed  written  comments  concerning  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  with  the  hope  that  City  Planning 
will  pay  heed  to  its  citywide  objectives  and  policies  statement  which  I  cite  below: 

, .  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  developments,  often  previously  ignored,  are 
to  be  carefully  evaluated  before  approval  of  a  development.  The  economic  and  social 
benefits  of  such  developments  are  often  presumed,  and  they  sometimes  are  still 
unstated  and  unanalyzed. 

"'Some  of  the  implications  that  should  be  considered  are  .  .  .  impacts  upon  existing 
City  services  that  may  require  improvements  .  .  .  . '  Commerce  and  Industry  Element, 
Policy  1,1.2.3."  (Stephen  Pantos) 
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Response 

As  discussed  on  p.  81  of  the  EIR,  utilities/public  services  were  analyzed  in  the 
Initial  Study,  which  determined  that  the  project  would  have  no  significant  impacts 
on  those  services  (see  EIR  pp.  A.20-A.21 ).  Please  see  the  response  regarding 
City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  determination  of 
Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

Comment 

"I  was  appalled  to  find  that  the  'Coinmunity  Facilities'  element  of  the  Master  Plan, 
subheading  'Library  Facilities,'  Objective  No.  6  is  totally  absent  from  this  EIR.  The 
EIR  Principles  No.  1  and  6  must  be  considered  by  this  commission. 

"It  is  incredible  that  this  EIR  draft  does  not  contain  the  Community  Facilities  Element, 
Library  Facilities.  Objective  6,  in  its  entirety. 

"Following  Objective  6  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element  are  five  integral  and 
basic  Principles  of  the  Library  Facilities  Section  and  their  omission,  particularly 
Principles  One  and  Five,  from  this  EIR  does  little  to  restore  public  confidence  the 
monies  of  the  Public  Library  Facilities  System  Improvement  Bonds  of  1988  will  be 
used  to  both  construct  a  new  main  public  library  and  to  reconstruct  branch  libraries 
following  a  development  plan  approved  by  the  Library  Commission. 

"And  I  will  read  from  Objective  No.  6.  'Development  of  a  public  library  system  in 
San  Francisco  which  wUl  make  adequate  and  efficient  library  service  freely  available 
to  everyone  within  the  city  and  which  will  be  in  harmony  with  related  public  service 
facilities  and  with  all  other  features  and  facilities  of  land  development  and 
transportation  provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the  Master  Plan.' 

"Principle  No.  1:  'In  general,  branch  libraries  should  have  a  service  area  range  of  not 
more  than  one  mile  and  should  be  distributed  so  that  all  sections  of  the  residential 
community  area.s  of  the  city  are  within  the  service  range  of  the  public  library.  The 
spacing  of  branch  libraries  should  be  in  relation  to  present  and  perspective  population 
densities,  characteristics,  physical  barriers,  and  transit  and  trafficway  patterns.' 
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"And  Principle  5:  'Public  library  buildings  should  be  simple  and  functional  in  design 
and  in  harmony  with  their  surroundings.  Buildings  should  be  planned  for  the  pleasure 
and  convenience  of  the  public  and  for  economy  and  efficiency  in  operation  and 
maintenance.' 


"I  will  be  addressing  the  library's  lack  of  meeting  Principles  No.  1  and  No.  5  in  a 
written  statement  before  the  committee."  (Stephen  Pantos) 


Response 

The  following  is  added  prior  to  the  heading,  The  Commerce  and  Industry 
Element,  on  p.  42  of  the  DEIR: 

The  Community  Facilities  Element 
LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

The  Library  Facilities  Section  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element  is 
intended  to  serve  as  a  guide  to  the  following  objective: 

•       Objective  6,  "development  of  a  public  library  system  in  San  Francisco 

which  will  make  adequate  and  efficient  library  service  freely  available  to 
everyone  within  the  City,  and  which  will  be  in  harmony  with  related  public 
service  facilities  and  with  all  other  features  and  facilities  of  land 
development  and  transportation  provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the  Master 
Plan;" 

Principle  1,  "In  general,  branch  libraries  should  have  a  service  area  range  of 
not  more  than  one  mile,  and  should  be  distributed  so  that  all  sections  of  the 
residential  community  areas  of  the  City  are  within  the  service  range  of  a 
public  library.  The  spacing  of  branch  libraries  should  vary  in  relation  to 
present  and  prospective  population  densities  and  characteristics,  physical 
barriers,  and  transit  and  trafficways  patterns;" 

Principle  2,  "In  general,  the  library  system  should  be  comprised  of  large 
branches  each  serving  a  population  of  25,000  to  50,000.  In  areas  of  low 
population  density  or  areas  prescribed  by  physical  barriers  small  branches 
may  be  developed  to  serve  a  population  of  10,000  to  15,000;" 

Principle  3,  "Branch  libraries  should  be  located  where  a  variety  of 
community  facilities  attracts  the  residents  of  the  surrounding  area.  Branch 
libraries  should  be  easily  accessible  to  pedestrian  routes  and  vehicular 
trafficways,  and  should  not  be  more  than  a  level  block  from  a  transit  stop;" 
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Principle  4,  "Parking  for  motor  vehicles  and  bicycles  should  be  readily 
available  on  or  near  the  sites  of  branch  libraries;"  and 

Principle  5,  "Public  library  buildings  should  be  simple  and  fimctional  in 
design  and  in  hamiony  with  their  surroundings.  Buildings  should  be 
planned  for  the  pleasures  and  convenience  of  the  public,  and  for  economy 
and  efficiency  in  operation  and  maintenance." 

The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  would  make  a 
determination  about  the  project's  consistency  with  this  objective  of  the  Master 
Plan,  as  is  discussed  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.34  -  35.  Please  also  see  the 
same  response,  related  to  the  main  and  branch  libraries  on  pp._C&R.34  -  35. 

Comment 

"It  should  be  noted  that  the  Building  Program  for  the  S.F.  Public  Library  submitted  by 
HBW  Associates,  Inc.,  April  1990,  is  based  upon  a  1990  Strategic  Plan  for  the  S.F. 
Public  Library  which  was  never  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Library  Commission. 

"In  the  Objectives  and  Policies  of  the  S.F.  Master  Plan  it  is  required  that  'all 
commercial  and  industrial  uses  meet  minimum,  reasonable  performance  standards.' 
Without  a  S.F.  Public  Library  Strategic  Plan  setting  performance  standards  that  can  be 
applied  by  City  Planning,  how  shall  it  evaluate  the  new  Main  development?  Clearly, 
the  S.F.  Master  Plan  is  'intended  to  be  an  integrated,  intemally  consistent  and 
compatible  statement  of  objectives  and  policies  and  objectives,  and  its  objectives  and 
policies  are  to  be  construed  in  a  manner  which  achieves  that  intent.'  S.F.  Master  Plan, 
Introduction,  p.iv. 

"I  urge  you  to  provide  the  public  with  adequate  information  on  the  City's  Master  Plan 
goals  and  to  require  the  San  Francisco  Library  Commission  publicly  adopt  a  Library 
Master  Plan  in  harmony  with  that  plan."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

Without  a  specific  reference  to  a  Master  Plan  section  provided  by  the  commenter, 
a  specific  response  to  this  part  of  the  comment  is  not  possible.  In  any  event,  the 
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project  analyzed  in  the  EIR,  consisting  of  the  New  Main  Library,  Asian  Art 
Museum  and  Fulton  Street  Mall,  is  not  considered  a  "commercial"  or  "industrial" 
use  for  the  purposes  of  the  Master  Plan. 

As  an  item  of  information,  the  Library  Commission  Planning  Committee  has  been 
holding  public  hearings  on  the  proposed  Strategic  Plan  and  is  to  report  to  the  full 
commission  at  the  commission's  March  1992  meeting.  The  Commission  has 
been  working  on  development  of  the  Strategic  Plan  since  early  1990.  A  plan 
could  be  adopted  by  the  end  of  March  1992./3/ 

Please  see  the  response  regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of 
City  Planning  determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

Comment 

"The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  places  this  public  development  in  an  activity  category 
defined  as  'Entertainment-Culture'  and  specifically  designates  it  as  'library 
recreational,'  because  it  is  intended  to  increase  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  Civic 
Center. 

"By  categorizing  it  as  'library  recreational'  the  S.F.  Master  Plan  provides,  under 
Objective  6  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element,  that  this  development  be  in 
'harmony'  with  related  public  service  facilities  'and  with  all  other  features  and 
facilities  of  land  development  and  transportation  provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the 
Master  Plan.' 

"No  public  service  facilities  are  as  related  to  this  development  as  the  system's  own 
neighborhood  branch  libraries.  Because  our  neighborhood  libraries  provide  for 
recreational  opportunities  in  an  enclosed  space,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 
Objective  4,  and  Policy  One  must  be  considered  by  this  EIR. 
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'"Every  neighborhood  should  be  served  by  adequate  .  .  .  recreational  facilities. 
Neighborhood  .  .  .  recreation  facilities  are  essential;  many  people  are  unable  to  use 
city  wide  facilities  if  they  are  not  located  nearby.  This  is  especially  important  for  the 
very  young  and  for  the  elderly  whose  mobility  is  limited.'  Neighborhoods, 
Objective  4.  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  p.  1.3.41."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

The  commenter  refers  to  the  Civic  Center  Area  Plan,  part  of  the  Master  Plan, 
p.  n.4.1:  ENTERTAINMENT  -  CULTURE:  "The  Entertainment-Culture 
category  encompasses  those  amusement,  sport,  convention,  education,  library 
recreational,  artistic,  musical  and  theatrical  activities  which  provide  for  the 
increased  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  Civic  Center  area." 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  construction  of  the  sentence,  a  series  of  single  items 
separated  by  commas,  a  comma  was  inadvertently  omitted  between  "library"  and 
"recreational." 

Comment 

"I  want  to  highlight  a  few  things  about  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  which  the 
proposed  moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  in  conflict  with.  .  .  .  [0]n  Page  43  of  the 
EIR,  it  says,  'The  Objective  No.  2  [of  the  Urban  Design  Element]  is  conservation  of 
resources  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity  with  the  past  and  freedom  form 
overcrowding.  Policy  No.  4,  to  preserve  notable  and  marks  and  areas  of  historic, 
architectural,  or  aesthetic  value,  and  to  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and 
features  that  provide  continuity  with  past  development.' 

"Conflicts  with  Master  Plan 

"Master  Plan.  The  DEIR  cites  (p.  43)  objective  #2  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  and 
associated  policies  #4,  #6  and  #7.  all  of  which  give  a  clear  guideline  that  the  Pioneer 
Monument  should  not  be  moved.  This  is  also  indicated  in  objective  #2  of  the 
Community  Safety  Element  (cited  on  p.  44).  Moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  also 
in  conflict  with  the  first  general  goal  of  the  Master  Plan  and  with  Priority  Policy  #7 
Ipreservation  of  landmarks  and  historic  buildingsl  of  that  plan. 
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"I  submit  to  you  that  the  proposed  movement  of  the  monument  is  in  conflict.  It  isn't 
just  unresponsive.  It  is  in  conflict  with  those  objectives."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"Page  44,  last  sentence  [stating  that  the  project  v/ould  respond,  in  general,  to  the  noted 
Master  Plan  policies]:  This  doesn't  jibe  with  next  page,  paragraph  2.  Delete 
sentence.  Isn't  this  up  to  the  Commission  to  decide?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

As  the  commenter  has  noted,  the  EIR  sets  forth  Master  Plan  policies  applicable  to 
the  proposed  project.  As  stated  in  the  last  sentence  of  EIR  p.  44,  the  EIR  authors 
found  that  "the  project  would  respond,  in  general,  to  the  .  .  .  noted  Master  Plan 
Objectives  and  Policies."  The  EIR  then  goes  on  to  discuss,  on  p.  45,  several 
potential  inconsistencies  with  the  Master  Plan,  on  EIR  p.  45. 

The  EIR  is  intended  to  be  descriptive  and  allow  the  public  and  decision  makers  to 
make  appropriate  judgments  on  the  basis  of  the  EIR.  The  EIR  itself  does  not 
make  these  judgments.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning  must  determine,  on  balance,  how  a  project  responds  to  Master  Plan 
goals  and  policies. 

The  commenter  gives  his  opinion  of  the  project's  responsiveness,  or  lack  of 
responsiveness,  to  these  policies  and  objectives  and  his  opinion  in  support  of 
Altemative  B.l,  Pioneer  Monument,  Retain  in  Place,  described  on  EIR 
pp.  188  -  192  and  herein  on  pp.  C&R.175  -  206.  This  altemative  could  be  adopted 
instead  of  the  project,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  187.  Please  see  also  the  response 
regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning 
determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

NOTES  -  Project  Description 

III    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversations,  January  16  and  24,  1992. 

Ill    Bremer,  Cathy,  Assistant  to  the  Chief  for  Facilities  Development,  San  Francisco  Public 
Library,  telephone  conversation,  January  24,  1992. 

/3/    Walsh,  Richard,  Secretary,  Library  Commission,  telephone  conversation,  January  24, 
1992. 
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LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  THE  PROJECT  TO  THE  CITY  PLANNING  CODE 
Comment 

"Despite  the  assertion  (EIR,  p.  44)  of  the  project  sponsors  that,  'the  Project  would 
respond  in  general  to  the  .  .  .  Master  Plan  Objectives  and  Policies,  the  Project  seems  to 
thwart  the  intent  of  Proposition  M  and  to  be  in  conflict  with  several  of  the  priority 
policies  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  particularly  those  which  address  neighborhood 
services  of  the  government  which  should  be  emphasized."  (Lee  Gertler) 

"I'm  an  attomey  in  San  Francisco.  I'm  also  a  joumalist  and  a  long-time  user  of  the 
library.  1  wanted  to  address  today  a  couple  of  the  inadequacies  of  this  EER,  and  then  I 
will  submit  some  written  comments  later  on. 

"I  notice  that  this  report,  this  EIR,  is  deficient  and  inadequate  on  its  information  on 
what  are  the  Master  Plan  goals,  and,  second  of  all,  what  the  priority  policies  of  Section 
101.1(b)  of  the  Planning  Code  are.  This  EIR  fails  to  give  the  city's  Master  Plan  goals 
and  how  the  Master  Plan  is  to  be  constmed. 

"[T]his  EIR  fails  in  giving  only  a  summary  of  the  Planning  Code,  Section  101.1(b). 
This  is  totally  inadequate  because  it  precludes  a  full  discussion,  a  public  discussion,  of 
Priority  Policy  No.  2.  .  .  . 

"In  approving  the  development  that  has  been  submitted,  how  will  Priority  Policy  Two 
of  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning  Initiative  (November  6,  1986)  be  served? 
It  reads: 

"'Existing  .  .  .  neighborhood  character  be  conserved  and  protected  in  order  to  preserve 
the  cultural  and  economic  diversity  of  our  neighborhoods.' 
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"Clearly,  Altemative  D  of  the  Draft  EIR  provides  the  only  project  proposal  which  is 
consistent  both  with  the  Priority  Policies  and  the  spirit  and  intent  of  Proposition  A,  the 
Public  Library  Facilities  System  Improvement  Bond,  1988."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

The  commenter's  phrase  "neighborhood  services"  is  generic,  not  specific  to  a 
particular  Priority  Policy.  Specific  references  to  neighborhood  in  the  policies 
include  "neighborhood-serving  retail  uses,"  "neighborhood  character,"  and 
"neighborhood  parking."  There  is  no  specific  priority  policy  regarding 
neighborhood  service  of  the  government.  The  EIR  discusses  parking  in  the 
project  area  or  neighborhood  on  pp.  144  -  151,  and  the  project  in  relation  to  the 
vicinity's,  or  neighborhood,  character  is  discussed  in  Urban  Design,  EIR  pp.  87  - 
100.  The  Priority  Policies  of  Proposition  M  are  discussed  and  listed  on  p.  42  of 
the  EIR.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning,  in 
reviewing  the  encroachment  permit  application  for  the  library  for  conformity  with 
the  Master  Plan,  and  the  Zoning  Administrator,  in  the  Variance  decisions,  wiU 
make  a  determination  of  the  project's  conformance  with  the  Priority  Policies 
(City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1)  and  will  so  advise  the  Library  and  Arts 
Commissions. 

The  EIR  is  neither  deficient  nor  inadequate  in  its  information  on  Master  Plan 
goals  or  as  to  what  the  Priority  Policies  of  the  Planning  Code  are.  Please  see 
pp.  C&R.34  -35  herein  for  discussion  of  the  relationship  of  the  project  to  the 
Master  Plan.  The  Priority  Policies  are  caUed  out  on  EIR  p.  42. 

City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1,  Master  Plan  Consistency  and  Implementation, 
subsection  (b)  establishes  the  Priority  Policies,  stating,  "they  shall  be  included  in 
the  preamble  to  the  Master  Plan  and  shall  be  the  basis  upon  which  inconsistencies 
in  the  Master  Plan  are  resolved."  As  with  policies  and  objectives  of  the  Master 
Plan,  however  (see  pp.  C&R.32  -42  herein  for  Master  Plan-related  Comments  and 
Responses),  there  may  be  conflicts  among  the  Priority  Policies  themselves.  For 
example.  Policy  3  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  City's  affordable  housing  could 
conflict  with  Policy  8  protecting  parks  and  open  space.  Similarly  Policies  6  and  7 
related  to  maximum  earthquake  preparedness  and  safety  and  preservation  of 
historic  buildings  can  be  conflicting. 
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The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  is  responsible  for 
determining  the  project's  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan,  as  discussed  on 
pp.  42  and  45  of  the  EIR.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning,  in  making  a  determination  about  project  consistency  with  the  Master 
Plan,  must  balance  conflicting  objectives  and  policies  to  achieve  the  project  that, 
overall,  best  meets  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan. 

The  commenter  is  expressing  an  opinion  in  support  of  Altemative  D,  Expansion 
and  Reuse  of  Existing  Library,  which  is  described  on  EIR  pp.  202  -  205.  This 
altemative  could  be  adopted  instead  of  the  project,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  187.  Please 
see  the  response  regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning  determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

Comment 

"City  Planning  Code  (Article  10).  Section  1001  could  have  been  written  with  this 
specific  situation  in  mind,  because  the  circumstances  of  this  situation  fit  well  with  the 
phraseology  so  well.  Everything  else  in  Article  10  relates  to  remedies  for  the 
problems  and  procedures  for  attaining  the  goals  outlined  in  Section  1001.  Since  the 
Marshall  Square  area  is  in  a  designated  historic  area,  it  would  seem  appropriate  for  the 
Planning  Commission  to  require  that  the  provisions  of  Section  1006  (and  subsections 
thereto)  be  followed."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

Response 

No  structures  on  the  project  site  are  covered  by  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning 
Code,  which  applies  to  designated  City  Landmarks  and  City  Historic  Districts. 
The  Civic  Center  has  been  proposed  as  a  City  Historic  District  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission.  No  action  has  yet  been  taken  by  the  Board  of 
Suf)ervisors.  Should  the  Board  approve  the  historic  district  designation,  the 
provisions  of  Article  10,  including  the  requirement  that  a  Certificate  of 
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Appropriateness  be  granted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and/or  Department 
of  City  Planning  for  construction,  removal,  demolition  or  alteration  of  a  structure, 
would  apply  within  the  district  (Section  1006).  See  revised  Figure  11,  EIR  p.  55, 
revised  at  p.  64  herein,  for  a  map  showing  the  proposed  historic  district. 

ARCHITECTURAL.  HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

A.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

Site  History 

Comment 

"I  think  the  history  of  [the  project  site]  is  virtually  nonexistent.  I  have  researched  only 
San  Francisco  General  Library.  I  haven't  begun  to  touch  on  Bancroft  [Library]  or 
CHS  [California  Historical  Society].  I  think  that,  for  example,  the  overlay  that  I  have 
had  there  showing  the  original  site  and  what  is  there  now  should  be  included.  It  gives 
a  stronger  sense  of  the  history  of  the  area. 

"These  few  abbreviated  materials  [pp.  C&R.50  -  56]  are  submitted  to  demonstrate  a 
serious  omission  in  the  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts  section  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

"Significantly  more  important  than  the  site's  short-lived  histories  of  both  park  and 
cemetery  is  its  history  as  the  SAND  LOTS  whose  heart  is  stUl  today  marked  by  the 
Pioneer  Monument  which,  if  removed,  wiU  eradicate  the  last  in  situ  visible  evidence  of 
an  important  40-year  era  of  San  Francisco  history. 

"Nowhere  are  the  sand  lots  even  mentioned  let  alone  accorded  some  discussion  of  their 
contribution  to  the  history  of  labor  and  the  more  widely  observed  (then  and  now) 
reputation  of  San  Francisco  as  a  place  of  protest  and  demonstrations  where  the 
malcontents,  the  missionaries  and  the  self-declared  messiahs  were,  and  are,  allowed  to 
publicize  their  agendas  without  the  inconvenience  of  having  to  hire  a  hall. 
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"Sand  lot  activities  fostered  most  of  the  unsavory  side  of  the  city's  image  at  statewide, 
national  and  intemationai  levels.  And  doubtless  there  are  many  San  Franciscans  who 
along  with  virtually  all  outsiders  do  not  comprehend  that  these  activities  are  a  tradition 
of  longstanding  rather  than  another  irritating  current  event. 

"Tlie  following  quote  is  less  than  2%  of  a  lengthy  editorial  on  California's  1879  'sand 
lot  constitution',  as  it  was  known,  which  appeared  in  the  London  Times  of  23  May 
1879: 

There  is  a  piece  of  worthless  ground  at  San  Francisco  which  is  called  'the  Sand 
Lot,'  where  the  men  who  worked  as  little  as  possible  met  to  hear  Mr.  KEARNEY 
descant  upon  the  inequity  that  they  should  work  at  all. 

"Site  History  ~  If  one  refers  to  the  site's  history  and  includes  its  usage  as  a  short-lived 
cemetery  and  park,  then,  by  any  standard,  its  far  more  important  usage  as  a  rally  site 
for  protests  and  other  public  gatherings  must  be  included.  In  the  1870's  and  80's  it 
was  known  locally  as  the  Sand  Lots,  the  ill-fame  (to  most  who  opposed  its  activities) 
of  which  was  equally  well-known  throughout  the  state,  the  rest  of  the  nation  and  even 
in  Europe.  Few  places  were  held  in  greater  contempt  &  fear.  The  notoriety  arose  from 
the  political  and  labor  union  activity  (they  were  inseparable)  which  originated  here. 
The  constitution  of  California  of  1879  (under  which  the  state  still  operates)  was 
originally  called  the  sand  lot  constitution  because  its  radical  provisions  (at  that  time) 
were  promulgated  by  a  curious  mixture  of  state-wide  political  blocs,  the  strongest  of 
which  met  regularly  on  the  site  of  what  was  later  to  become  the  site  of  the  pioneer 
monument. 

"No  labor  history  of  California  would  be  considered  reliable  were  it  to  ignore  the 
activities  of  the  sand  lotters.  Locally  considered  radicals  at  the  least,  and  more  often 
socialists  or  communists  beyond  the  area,  the  sand  lotters  were  later  recognized  as 
progressives  a  generation  or  two  ahead  of  the  rest  of  the  country.  (The  view  would,  of 
course,  exempt  the  rantings  of  the  demagogues,  although  even  some  of  what  they 
advocated  was  widely  shared  across  the  country.) 
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"Henry  George,  the  single-tax  theorist  of  intemational  fame,  lived  in  San  Francisco  for 
many  years  and  was  among  their  defenders,  for  the  most  part.  His  best-seUer, 
'Progress  and  Poverty'  created  a  sensation  in  the  western  world;  it  was  written  in  San 
Francisco  about  the  time  the  sand  lot  activity  peaked.  In  August  1880,  George  wrote  a 
20  page  article  for  the  national  monthly,  Popular  Science,  in  which  he  tried  to  assure 
the  nation  and  the  world  that  there  need  be  no  fear  of  the  sand  lot  activity.  (In  this 
article  which  is  available  in  the  public  library,  he  gives  a  fascinating  account  of  the 
sociology  of  early  San  Francisco.  He  also  explains  that,  and  why,  San  Francisco  was 
even  then  already  called 'The  City'.) 

"George's  theories  of  the  sand  lotters  were  generally  concurred  with  and  expanded 
upon  by  John  Young  in  his  1912  two- volume  'History  of  San  Francisco'.  At  the  time 
of  his  death  about  1921,  Young  had  been  managing  editor  of  the  SF  Chronicle  for 
40  years  and  had  witnessed  first-hand  also  both  the  sand  lot  activity  and  the  bitter 
competitiveness  of  the  local  newspapers  ever  eager  to  print  whatever  would  seU  papers. 

"Indexes  from  the  NY  Times  reveal  the  national  interest  in  the  sand  lots;  entry  after 
entry  occurs.  References  have  also  been  found  to  coverage  in  the  London  Times  and  a 
French  publication  'Revue  des  Deux  Mondes'. 

"There  are  many,  many  other  sources  and  references,  particularly  published  books. 
Even  the  Sanbom  maps  of  1886  note  that  City  Hall  Avenue,  at  whose  center  the 
Pioneer  Monument  was  to  be  later  erected,  was  called  the  Sand  Lots. 

"In  January  of  1886,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  reacting  to  the  unsavory  reputation  of 
the  site,  did  pass  an  ordinance  banning  public  speeches  in  specifically  mentioned  City 
Hall  Avenue.  Two  newspapers  supported  the  legislation  and  two  were  against  it  as 
was  labor  which  complained  that  its  members  could  not  afford  to  hire  halls.  But  most 
importantly,  it  became  a  matter  of  attempting  to  suppress  free-speech  and  failed  to 
pass  on  a  second  reading.  Thus  the  rank  and  file  citizens  of  San  Francisco,  long  before 
the  students  at  Berkeley,  were  the  first  group  to  defend  free  speech,  even  unpopular 
speech,  in  the  Bay  Area. 


» 
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"111  June  of  the  same  year  1886,  the  Board  designated  the  center  of  the  City  Hall 
Avenue,  i.e.,  the  sand  lots,  as  the  site  of  the  future  Pioneer  Monument  although  it  was 
to  be  another  eight  years  before  the  monument  was  in  place.  The  site  dedication  did 
not  stop  the  speech  for  one  lively  account  of  a  September  Sunday  aftemoon  which 
appeared  in  the  Alta  California  gives  witness  where  San  Franciscans  went  for  their 
free  entertainment. 

"I  will  be  happy  to  provide  further  references  on  historical  sand  lot  activities."  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

Section  III.B.  Environmental  Setting,  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources  of  the  EIR  describes  the  setting  of  the  project  site  and  vicinity,  as 
background  against  which  the  potential  effects  of  the  proposed  project  may  be 
identified.  The  EIR  text  in  that  section  discusses  documented  and  potential 
prehistoric  and  historic  activities  within  the  site  and  vicinity,  in  order  to  identify 
resources  potentially  impacted  by  the  proposed  action  (EIR  pp.  66-68).  Section 
15125  of  CEQA  Guidelines  states  the  following  regarding  the  content  and  context 
of  the  Environmental  Setting.  "(a)n  EIR  must  include  a  description  of  the 
environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  as  it  exists  before  the  commencement 
of  the  project  ....  The  description  shall  be  no  longer  than  is  necessary  to  an 
understanding  of  the  significant  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  its 
alternatives."  Mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  include 
retention  of  an  historical  archaeologist  at  the  project  site  during  site  excavation 
(see  EIR  Section  V.,  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  179-180).  If  any  resources  related 
to  the  "sand  lot"  uses  of  the  site  were  uncovered  as  part  of  this  mitigation  activity, 
they  would  be  assessed  and,  if  deemed  significant,  retrieved  and/or  preserved. 
The  Pioneer  Monument  was  not  erected  to  mark  the  site  of  Sand  Lot  activities.  It 
is,  however,  the  last  marker,  from  the  same  historic  period,  of  the  spot  where  they 
occurred. 

(Response  to  Comments  text  continued  on  p.  C&R.57) 
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IX.  Sirmmary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
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IX._Surnmary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

/orkingman's  Party 


Drawings  of  sand  lot  meeting.  Note  three  different  speal(ers  shown  and 
variety  of  activities  occurring.  One  source  says  as  many  as  10  to  20 
thousand  might  attend  these  meetings. 
(Submitted  by  Ed  Michael) 


T/ie  sand-tot  meetings,  held  in  front  of 
San  Francisco's  city  hall  and  attended  by 
raucous  crowds  and  soapbox  speakers, 
offered  a  carnival-like  atmosphere. 
The  Wasp  critically  depicted  these 
expressions  of  working-class  camaraderie. 
Wasp,  July  24,  1880.  Bancroft  Library 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
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Two  p«g*a  ol  a  20  page  anici*  on  lh«  aand  lot  activity  and  Ita  orlglna  &  resulta.  Henry  George  wrote  thia  article  ahortly  after  flnlahing  hia  atlll- 
regarded-«a-»-ciaaalc  "Progreaa  and  Poverty"  white  living  aouth  of  Market  In  the  workingman'a  neighborhood  of  the  time.  The  book  skyrocka 
him  to  Inlefnatlonal  fame.  Complete  artlote  givee  a  (aacinatlng  account  of  San  Franclaoo'a  early  aoclology  and  la  avaKabie  In  the  SF  Library. 

(Submitted  by  Ed  Michael) 
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A  FAUilAL  LlbilMU  Ut 

NEW  YORK  TIMES      IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Respons 
STORIES  OR  EDITORIALS 
ON  SAND  LOT  ACTIVITIES  OR  PERSONALITIES 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Reprint  from  the 
ALT  A  CALIFORNIA 
Monday,   27  Sep  1886 
p.  5,  c. 5 


THE  SIHD-LOTS  OR  SUNDIT. 


rka  u  >•  OallTsr  umm 


•  •  lb*  ItMn 

The  corner  c;  KlrfaUi  K,i  Uarket  ttrMta-wM 
•boot  u  liTslf  a  pUce  TMtocda;  artansoon  u  U 
VM  da>io(  Uit  palmlait  d*7(  of  the  Uu  ntiiataf 
of  lb*  Q.  A.  U.   Oa  oa*  «oraw  Sell*'  eiroos  wm 
ia  (oU  bU«t,  with  boUi  Uou  -ennrdad.   Oa  aa. 
otbar,  ih»  BaiiU  of  OattftbarE  wM  bain*  toa«ht 
OT»r  11(11),  iJd  «iliaetly  oppoalta,  oa  tba  Mttl-lot, 
Dr.  G.  COlionoall  wa<  holdiar  'oth  to  •  ermrd 
of  MTaril  hoDdrad,  vMla  Joat  abova  hloi,  towania 
tfaa  CI17  Halt,  aa  ItlDaraat  praacfaar  koldlaf 
tatth  to  a  oro«d  from  tha  last,  *'Aad  Jaaaa 
look«l  down  on  tha  dly  and  wapt,"   Tha  Halva- 
tioo  ArmT  manihad  op  and  down,  with  &a(«  flrtac 
tramiKti  pUTlsg,  asd  droma  aad ormbala  baatin<, 
and  aJtofUbar  tb*  raoaral  tout  entewtble  «aa  da- 
iddtdl;  llvalT.    A  rama  of  baaatiaU  ■oln<  oo  la- 
alda  of  tha  lot  addad  to  tba  aoaoa.    Aa  air  of  aad- 
oa««,  dDgwr  irtLh  daao  malaaetaoij,  eloodad  tba 
tyowf  of  maoT.  wbo  twtwaan  thdr  taath  boafaaly 
TToaoed  oat,  "O,  wbara  U  Qwtili  Kaaroayf"  That 
oaJiad  patriot,  bowarar,  did  not  pot  la  aa  appaar- 
aaea,  asd  hi*  dlaaopolntad  foilowwa  Uf  tbair 
pipei   and    took    aaau    oh    Iba    City  Hall 
»t»m.    Or.    O'DoBoali    lanacbad  anatbaniM 
actflaat   arvrybody    bat    hlmaalt,    bat  ladlas 
that  Iba  qolat  taaohar  of  "  Paooa  on  Earth,  aaiT 
Good  Will  to  Han,"  who  wm  oocapylax  tba  lot, 
aao*a  Mm  waa  diawioroff  bia  crowd,  ba  baadl>' 
capped  him  by  aandiD(  aavaral  ot  hia  amifaarlaa 
aooac  tba  praaobar'a  orowd  who  dlatztbotad 
eoplaa  of  a  pictorial  papac.   Thia  nrora,  bowwMC, 
fallad  t»faaTa  tba  daairad  aflaet,  tot'ittm  looklac 
at  tba  plotara  and  raadinc  t>>«  Ufloo  oa  tfaa  UaU  . 
MB  war  badfa,  "nibU  Homaal  a  ma  allaon 
pntiv"  epon  tba  laf  t  braaat  ot  tba  Dootoc**  aoat, 
tbay  torncd  araoad  aad  iHmtd  ^aia  ta  tba 
waraicf  to  Baa  from  tba  wiath  to  aoaaa.  Whatbar 
tha  taara  of  (ha  (aribqnaka  pradlatad  to  bw daa  at 
I  r.  H.  00  Wartnaaday  nazt  inflaaaaad  tbaa  of  not 
U  U  hard  to  tall,  bat  tfaa  Dootor  waa  fattlag 
iKiaraa  and  ha  wroaf  io  aoma  naw  ammoBldoe  la 

tba  way -*  '  ^  . 

yoolba, 
walk  U 

Coroaar  ia  to  b^  baUavad.  ba  wtll  ba 

attar  Novanbar  Snd,  aad  tbaa  tfaa  CI   

fo-   Tboaa  wbo  wUl  aot  fo  ara  to  ba  boac-  Th0 
doda  militia  aia  to  ba  atlUsad  by  aaodiac  tt)aa  to 
tba.froolUr  to  tgbl  Apacbaa,  aad  erary/iaaoal 
DOW  boldiai  offioa  to  to  ba  Uakad  <  ^  ~~ 
■niaaiom  wUl  ba  ben  aad  giwt  wUl  ba 
aaU,  Iba  l^pbaC 


araa  and  ha  wrong  tu  aoma  Daw  ammoBldoe  la 
I  way  of  apaakan  la  tba  abapa  of  ae?anl  eallo* 
Dita,  wbo  ara  <b  ba  farara  paMota,  aad  wlU 
Jk  la  tba  way  e(l>r.  O'Doaaall.  Itibawiwthr 


ry/iaaeal 
Nij.  Tha 


In  January    1886,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  pass- 
ed an  ordinance  banning  speeches  in  the  sandlots, 
specifically  City  Hall  Avenue.     The  sponsor  noted  • 
that  " . . .  it  was  time  for  the  sandlots  as  one  of  the 
historical  institutions  of  the  city  (to)  he  wiped  out. 
(This  has)  lasted  sufficiently  long  to  bring  disgrace 
upon  the  city  in  every  part  of  the  United  States." 
Toleration  of  these  activies  any  longer  would  "... 
be  no  kindness  to  the  laboring  classes."    The  ord- 
inance failed  to  pass  on  second  reading  because  of 
the  uproar  of  freedom  of  (even  unpopular)  speech. 
Five  months  later  the  Board  passed  an  ordinance  set- 
ting aside  the  center  strip  of  the  Avenue,  the  heart 
of  the  sand  lots,  as  the  future  site  of  the  Pioneer  > 
Monument. 

The  reprint  to  the  left    appeared'    in  September 
of  that  year.     The  following  attempts  to  establish 
some  context  for  it: 

Early  in  1886,  the  G.A.R  (US  Civil  War  Veterans) 
held  a  widely  attended  'encampments  in  the  city. 
Many  activities  were  held  at  the  Mechanics  Institute 
nearby,  today  the  site  of  the  Civic  Auditorium. 
The  Battle  of  Gettysburg  was  a  360°  panoramic 
paintinp  housed  in  a  circular  building  on  the  site  of 
the  present  day  Orpheum.    A  popular  form  of  enter- 
tainment at  the  time,  panoramas  generally  featured 
great  historical  events.    There  were  others  in  the  city. 

O'Donnell  was  the  City  Coroner,  a  political  hack, 
a  rival  of  Denis  Kearney  and  like  him,  a  demogogue . 
The  author  seems  to  be  writing  somewhat  tongue-in- 
cheek  about  Kearney's  failure  to  appear  for  he 
seems  to  have  given  up  his  political  harangues  — ■ 
the  most  famous  of  which  occurred  on  the  sand  lots  — 
some  years  before.    I  think  what  the  reporter  is 
saying  is  that  while  one  could  depend  on  a  good 
show  when  Kearney  &  O'Donnel  thundered  tozarid 
about  each  other,  the  quality  of  entertainment  had 
diminished  with  O'Donnell  alone.     The  reporter  ob- 
serves that  even  an  itinerant  preacher  threatening 
impending  doom  in  the  form  of  an  earthquake  only 
three  days  hence  could  draw  a  larger  crowd  than 
the  veteran  rabble-rouser  O'Donnell  whose  followers 
of  the  day  are  described  as  callow  youths. 

But  the  point  to  be  noted  is  the  variety  of  act- 
ivity that  occurred  on  the  site  on  a  Sunday  after- 
noon —  truly  the  place  to  be  for  a  little  action. 

In  a  conversation  earlier  this  year  with  Mr..  Sam 
Kermoian,  he  related  that  as  late  as  the  years  just 
before  World  War  II  he,        a  young  boy,  frequently 
saw  speakers  still  attempting  to  attract  a  crowd  at 
the  base  of  the  moniiment. 


Rdward  N.  Michael 
December  1991 


Reprint  of  an  1880  nawspaper  account  of  typical  sand  lot  activity. 
(SubmittMJ  by  Ed  Michael) 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

The  following  is  added  as  a  new  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  67: 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  site  is  located  where  so-called  Sand  Lot 
activities  occurred  between  the  1870s  and  about  1886.  The  Sand  Lot  was 
an  informal  meeting  place  for  public  "soapbox"  speakers  and  their 
audiences.  Sand  Lot  activities  included,  for  example,  the  1877  speeches  by 
Denis  Kearney,  the  founder  of  the  California  Workingman's  Party, 
representing  a  platform  for  an  eight-hour  work  day,  pay  equity  between 
men  and  women  for  equal  work,  free  public  education,  and  the  elimination 
of  Chinese  labor.  The  Workingman's  Party  won  victories  at  both  the  city 
and  state  levels  in  1879,  but  had  split  and  disintegrated  by  1881.  In 
January  1886  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  initiated  an  ordinance 
banning  speeches  in  the  sand  lots,  specifically  what  was  then  City  Hall 
Avenue  (shown  as  Marshall  Square,  its  later  name,  in  Figure  14,  p.  63). 
The  ordinance  failed  to  pass  because  of  public  opinion  supporting  freedom 
of  speech.  Five  months  after  the  failure  of  the  first  ordinance  proposed,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  passed  an  ordinance  setting  aside  the  center  strip  of 
City  Hall  Avenue,  the  main  activity  area  of  the  sand  lots,  as  the  site  for  the 
Pioneer  Monument  (the  current  site  of  the  Monument)./9/ 


The  following  is  added  as  a  new  footnote  to  EIR  Section  ni.B.,  immediately 
following  the  last  foomote  on  p.  68: 

191     Labor  Archives  Research  Center,  "San  Francisco  Labor  History  Tour 
Map  and  Guide;"  and  Alta  California,  September  27,  1886,  p.  5. 

Also  see  the  comment  regarding  Board  of  Supervisors  action  regarding  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  under  Project  Approval  Requirements,  p.  C&R.31.) 


Comment 


"p.  54.  '.  .  .  San  Francisco's  first  major  opera  house  .  .  .  .'  I  think  what  is  intended  to 
convey  here  is  that  it  was  the  city's  first  major  opera  house  after  the  earthquake  or 
fire.  By  most  any  standard  prior  to  1906  San  Francisco  had  facilities  for  presentation 
of  opera  which  attracted  the  best  performers.  A  major  house  (the  GRAND)  on 
Mission  near  St.  Patrick's  had  surprisingly  extensive  stage  facilities  (as  is  borne  out  in 
the  1905  Sanboms).  Caruso  sang  there  the  eve  of  the  earthquake."  (Ed  Michael) 
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Response 

The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  54  continuing  onto  p.  56  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

The  New  Library  block  was  intended  under  the  1912  plan  to  be  the  location 
of  San  Francisco's  first  post- 1906  earthquake  opera  house,  but  the  Civic 
Center  was  expanded.  .  .  . 

Comment 

"p.  57.  1st  paragraph.  Bemard  Cahill's  Civic  Center  Plan  became  the  basis  of  the 
1912  plan.  Not  so;  see  attached  [pp.  C&R.59  -  60].  In  1899  Cahill  put  forth  his  plan 
which  linked  the  old  City  HaU  with  the  relatively  new  Hibemia  Bank  and  Post  Office 
at  7th  and  Mission.  There  is  no  relationship  between  his  plan  and  the  1912  plan.  The 
only  publicly  owned  artifact  in  Cahill's  plan  which  remains  in  the  Civic  Center  today 
is  The  Pioneer  Monument.  The  EIR  statement  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  the 
otherwise  excellent  'The  Guide  to  Architecture  in  San  Francisco  and  Northem 
Calif omia.'"  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

It  was  not  Cahill's  1899  plan,  but  his  revised  1909  plan  (based  on  his  1904  plan 
prepared  at  the  request  of  the  Society  for  the  Improvement  and  Adornment  of 
San  Francisco)  that  was  noted  as  the  basis  for  the  1912  Civic  Center  Plan,  as 
stated  in  "National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for 
Civic  Center  Historic  District,"  December  1974. 

Comment 

"[p.  64.]  2nd  paragraph.  'The  monument  is  located  in  the  center  .  . . .'  The  statement 
is,  of  course,  correct,  however,  I  offer  the  following  because  confusion  frequently 
results  dependent  upon  which  map  one  has  been  viewing.  Originally  the  200-foot 
opening  between  Market  and  the  City  HaU  was  called  City  Hall  Avenue.  The  street 
parallel  to  Market  in  front  of  City  Hall  was  called  Park  Avenue.  Shortly  after  the 


C&R.58 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Ho'lt/Kcc  vilh  Park  lookinf  on  In  Miirktl 
iilrrri  anii  fnttnt  Library  silt 


PLAN  OF  im 
ProfvsfU  Half  I.  Roof  CarHtn  and  Theater 
or  oikir  MonumtnUil  Huiliitnr 


.  CilrHalInt       Mtchanict'  fflk 


7  3 


—  3-.  O  - 


3-1 

;  y. 


m       —  S 


^    W  /T 


'4    nr"— "       "^1  -"S.^" 


—       5   3  7- 


-  C 


4;  — ,  o 


5  BJ 
^  73 


a)  - 

O 


o  — 


?0  : 

o  ■ 

O 


— 


^  —  3  "  jj. 
-  w  ^ 


o 

3 


C  73 


CD      y,  n 

-7^   -  _ 
5-§^7P 

50  o  r 


o 


.-a 

ft)  —  —  — 

n  73 

o  ^  £L 

-  5"  ^  5 

-1  !i; 

.5    M    W  — 


3-1  73 


o  5  —  T  —  ii 

TTi  -  "  ^ 

o  -  s  3-  <  w 

4  ^  2  o'  5J 
Q  _  ^  -  s  o 


O 


3  73 


5- 


3-3   =3  ^.  ttJ 


73 


O 


o  -3 
u  si 


'T  a  »;  3: 


--.  73 


C  3'  — 

i/i  j:  -1  5 
•/>  —-a  ' 

X      —  a) 

6)  TT  O   

O      ^  "  -I 


o  5. 

li 

3 


o  S  o 

5-  o  •/> 

o  i .  a  - 

— .  -<  — 

ft>  3 


o  zr 

3-  -> 
<  3- 

I?; 


U  70  O 


aj    —  - 

5'  3:  C  ni 
y<   3  3  >; 

o  *  .  w 


O  .—  o 
3 


2.x 


W  O 


3  Si 


o  2  H 

S  3  o 

O  73 

_,  tu  -• 


w  _. 
-3  3 
-3 

2. 

3 


O  3 
3-  — 

^  5 

2  J- 


Si  '6 

—  -  ■'^ 


o  >- 


3 

73  a) 


01 


ft)  n 
a.  o 


73  . 
3-  >- 


a)  o 

—  O  2  n 

^  '-^  ^73  tu 

■2.  5-  ^ 

o'  w  


=  ■3-1 


3.    tt)    ft  Q. 

3    3  • 

—  ■        —  _.. 

^  '  3 


-  3-i:'^ 

2  S  :X  o 

3  :r  2  = 
-i     3  o 


5-  i 


_  tu 
-1 


(U  -. 

a-  2: 

.  O  n 


o  ?L 

;  o 


^3. 


tu  _.  O 

"  3 

0       O  3  p  ;J  C 


2   -  "  -  3-  3 


■z.  rdn 


a-  ."^ 


r%   ^.  o 


3  O. 
3' 
73 


n 

3  o 

0) 

■  "  3 

OS 

3  O 
-I  3 


*   =  _. 


W  »>  t 

-!  =^  ^ 

3  o.  i 

O  ^  tu 

3  3 


^  3  31 
-■.  '  a. 


o       o       _,  ^  _ 

2  2>f3-^r 

3'  3   3  3 


2.  2. 

On" 
-3 

o 

-t 

c 

3 


00  si  3  §  °  1  ? 

o'  i2.  o  o  3 


2.  o 


o  -  ^ 


-1 


3  - 

<  3<0(yir-»-"^-, 

S=r'yr»3  ft>,»S 
_''il^30l33- 
-■W    3    «   2.i-r3^   a.  n 

2  ^-  2  ^  - ,  o  - 

303(u7qc:  -     3  x"3^ 

:;;-5S325rtua.g^o-Sl 

o       ^  P-  3  3 


3 

3  _- 
cl  n 


3  o 
a.  c 


3  =.5- 


-  CO 

3-  C 


a. 

o 
cr 
a.  =*• 

3-  1 


3  o 


•  3  S 


2 

3  e: 


3  ^ 


_  o 
"  3 


3  73 
73 


5.  3  a.  tu  3-  ^ 
^        3  o  F  3- 


3 

3-  p  Q 


5:  W 


i"^a.33*  </>_.< 

^  I/,  y  _.  3.'  o 
3-        tu    M  .3    3  c 

n  V  ^  ^  n  ^  i/ii/i,^ 


7  _ 
—  ^ 


1 

_  O 


3"  tu 
t  3 

—  .  B) 


re 


re 

a.  < 


3  vi  O  ^ 

a  SI-  a. 

O  2  -i 

r  _  3 


3  X  ^  — .  BJ 
-  B)  —  3  •< 
^   3   5.       73  ^ 

3  -  -  -2  e:  " 

2      "3  rs 
C  —  ^ 


73  cr-rr  - 


3*  3-^  

T    tu    O  3_ 

_  a.  <:  3- 


3-  ii,  3- 

3  Xi  BJ  ^  O 
"  r    3    3-  3 


*  7q  - 


CTQ 


^-•■•3  3 
5     o  3 

^  S-  2. 


^  3-  _  a  o 
b3       re  «  a._ 
3       =r  3  -  5 


;^  w  w 


r»  ^ 

?  3 

B)  t 
  n 

o  f!L  2 


re  3- 
„  or  t  S 
3-  "  o  =r 


«  3 


09 


c 

0) 
3 

&) 

a 


2.^ 

a. 


"  3' 
r»       o  crq 


3 


a. 

o 
3 

re  n       -1  lyi 


3-v^ 


O 

W   3  ^   3-  o 

—  V.  re  3 

2.3-  S  "2 

OE  3  3- 
n  — »  _  Q,  M 

-1  B)    3  -1 

ft)  2^  r=  a.  _ 
3  =r     _  cr 


I    5.  C/Q 


3  2 


re 


1°  ?.3  i'^ 

3:  ui  o  a. . 


lb 


C&  R.  59 


^1 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Ke^p 


1^  !£;  « 
^  2u 


U    f/j  4^ 

(-)  rt  (U  I- 

^      o  •- 

„     -a  J,  -5  E  ^ 

^  <¥.      §     (/J  u, 


^  J=  T 


-  § 
a.    .5  f«  u 
5^  ii  ■  -  o  o 

1-    ™  ■  —  Q.,         tl  o 

?  c      _  <u 
^     3  -o  o 

a.  .          J.     —  oj 


^.  £  «  o  cj  c  u     f  = 


tvoimNoaJ  


-»   ^  Tr^  J 


-=  0.  X  *  S  iS 


-i  S  a  >- 


, ,  3X    s      s.  3* 


Pi 

VO  55 


2-  5s:  S 


C  &  R.60 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


monument  was  installed  the  name  of  the  Square  was  officially  changed  to  Marshall 
Square  and  Park  Avenue  was  changed  to  City  Hall  Avenue.  Probably  not  more  than  an 
eighth  of  what  is  sometimes  called  Marshall  Square  today  was  Marshall  Square  before 
the  1912  plan  resulted  in  the  new  street  pattern  (as  we  know  it)."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted. 
Comment 

"p.  66.  A  clarification.  It's  inconsistent  to  refer  to  the  gradual  growth  of  the  village  of 
Yerba  Buena  'particularly  during  the  first  few  years  of  American  control  (after 
1846)'.  True  and  impossible  for  Yerba  Buena  became  San  Francisco  in  January 
1847."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  66  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

However,  the  gradual  growth  of  the  village  of  Yerba  Buena  (which  was 
named  San  Francisco  in  1847).  particularly  during  the  first  few  years  of 
American  control  (after  1846)  could  have  led  to  some  activity,  although  not 
likely  permanent,  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Comment 

"p.  67.  3rd  paragraph.  The  statement  that  the  City  Hall  was  reduced  to  rubble  is  a 
little  strong.  The  tower  (which  held  no  offices)  was  essentially  stripped  of  its  masonry 
and  significant  damage  was  indeed  widespread.  Nevertheless,  rebuilding  and  repair 
was  considered  but  not  undertaken  because  of  uncertainty  over  whether  or  not  the 
building  would  be  safe.  (The  4th  paragraph  does  note  that  part  of  it  was  retained  for 
use  (probably  until  the  library  was  built).) 

"4th  paragraph  implies  that  in  the  aftemiath  city  offices  were  located  downtown. 
Hardly  --  there  was  no  downtown.  Offices  were  scattered  and  finally  brought  together 
about  1911  when  the  Whitcomb  estate  completed  a  structure,  now  known  as  the 
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Ramada  Inn  [San  Franciscan  Hotel],  wliich  was  designed  to  serve  as  a  temporary  City 
Hall  until  the  City  erected  its  own  building.  It  was  designed  for  easy  conversion  to  a 
hotel."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 


The  last  sentence  of  the  second  fiill  paragraph  on  p.  67  of  the  DEIR  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Designed  with  massive  foundations  to  resist  earthquakes.  City  Hall  was 
none  the  less  badly  damaged  in  the  1906  earthquake  and  eventually 
demolished,  although  the  Hall  of  Records  survived  and  continued  in  use  for 
several  years. 


The  first  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  67  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  text  is  underlined: 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  earthquake.  City  departments  were  housed  in  leased 
offices,  while  confusion  reigned  with  regard  to  rebuilding  City  Hall;  City 
offices  were  consolidated  in  1911  in  what  later  became  the  San  Franciscan 
Hotel,  now  the  Ramada  Inn. 


Comment 

"p.  85.  last  paragraph  '.  . .  San  Francisco's  first  official  cemetery  .  . . .'  I  think  this 
phrase  causes  one  to  overlook  the  fact  that  the  cemetery  at  the  Mission  (stUl  in  place) 
was  begun  about  60  years  before  this  one.  This  was  unquestionably  SF's  first,  and  I 
believe  only,  municipally  owned  cemetery."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 


The  second  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  85  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

The  project  site  was  the  location  of  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery,  San 
Francisco's  first  municipally  owned  cemetery. 
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Historic  Districts 

Comment 

"Figure  1 1 .  the  map  of  Architectural  resources  in  the  project  vicinity,  has  a  number  of 
mistakes  which  should  be  corrected.  A  Draft  Map  showing  suggested  corrections  is 
enclosed."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

Please  see  Figure  11  (revised),  with  the  commenter's  corrections  included, 
p.  C&R.64,  herein.  It  replaces  Figure  11  of  the  DEIR,  on  EIR  p.  55. 

Comment 

"In  Chapter  III.,  Environmental  Setting:  Architectural  and  Historic  Resources 
(pp.  52-67)  the  following  additions  and  corrections  are  recommended: 

"Page  54,  regarding  Architectural  Surveys,  after  first  paragraph,  add  new  paragraph: 

"The  project  site  is  also  part  of  the  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  which  is  proposed 
for  local  designation  under  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code,  is  a  National  Historic 
Landmark,  and  is  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Each  of  these 
three  listings  carries  its  own  detailed  architectural/historical  survey,  and  the 
boundaries  are  slightly  different  (see  Fig.  11). 

"Page  54,  "Civic  Center  and  Historic  Districts,  first  paragraph,  line  5: 

".  .  .  parcel  of  the  Wiii  five  large  parcels  .  .  . 

"Page  54,  before  last  paragraph,  add  two  new  paragraphs: 

"Tlie  Civic  Center  District  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on 
October  10,  1978.  More  recently  on  February  27,  1987,  it  was  declared  a  National 
Historic  Landmark.  The  three  districts  have  slightly  different  boundaries  (see 
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Figure  1 1).  The  National  Register  listing  has  no  enforcement  powers  except  that,  in 
the  case  of  a  federal  'undertaking,'  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  must  be  compiled  with  during  environmental  review.  The  National  Historic 
Landmark  designation  carries  much  more  prestige  but  has  no  local  power. 
Section  1 10(f)  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  that  any  federal 
undertaking  must  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  minimize  harm  to  a  National  Historic 
Landmark. 

"The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Historic  (local,  National  Register,  or  National 
Historic  Landmark)  focuses  on  the  public  buildings  constmcted  1910-1940  in  the 
Beaux  Arts  style  according  to  the  City  Beautiful  Movement's  ideals.  Significant 
unifying  elements  in  Civic  Center  Plaza  design  include  the  overall  layout  and  grid,  the 
grey  granite  color  of  the  buildings,  their  Beaux  Arts  styling,  and  the  composition  of 
their  facades.  Every  one  of  the  historic  buildings  facing  Civic  Center  Plaza  has  a  high 
rusticated  base  with  very  tall  entry  openings.  On  the  level  above  this  base  is  a  group 
of  giant  order  (or  two-story  tall)  columns  with  recessed  windows  between  them.  Each 
building  has  an  attic  story.  Deep  shadows  define  the  windows. 

"Page  57,  third  paragraph:  lines  five  and  six  should  read: 

"The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
October  10,  1978,  and  as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  on  February  27,  1987 
respectively."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  second  sentence  of  the  second  fuU  paragraph  on 
DEIR  p.  54  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

The  New  Library  block  is  the  lone  remaining  largely  undeveloped  parcel  of 
the  f.iv.e  large  parcels  with  prominent  public  buildings  that  front  directly  on 
Civic  Center  Plaza. 
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On  DEIR  p.  57,  in  the  second  full  paragraph  continuing  onto  p.  58,  line  5,  a 
paragraph  break  is  added  before  the  discussion  of  the  National  Historic  Districts, 
(before  the  third  sentence  beginning,  "The  Civic  Center  is  designated  as  both  a 
National  Historic  .  .  ."). 

Then,  on  DEIR  p.  57,  in  the  newly  created  third  fuU  paragraph  continuing  on 
p.  58,  a  new  second  sentence  is  added  as  follows  (after  the  sentence  ending, 
"...  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places"): 

(The  former  designation  occurred  on  February  27,  1987;  the  latter, 
October  10,  1978.) 

Comment 

"Page  56,  paragraph  3,  first  sentence,  correction: 

"Each  of  the  nine  buildings  above  is  ii(l)^ii^UlitM&  identified  as  contributory  to  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District;  all  but  the  Steam  Plant  are  identified  as 
contributors  in  the  National  Register  District  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  Other  .  .  . 

"Generally  in  this  section:  A  careful  distinction  should  be  made  in  terminology 
between  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  District  and  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District.  Buildings  in  these  districts  are  called  either  'contributors'  or  'not 
contributors.'  (The  term  'significant'  is  not  used  in  National  Register  or  National 
Historic  Landmark  descriptions.)"  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  fuU  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  56  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Eight  of  the  nine  buildings  above  is  identified  as  contributory  to  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District;  all  but  the  Steam  Plant  are 
identified  as  contributors  to  the  National  Register  District  £ind  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District. 
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Existing  Main  Library 

Comment 

"Page  39,  Paragraph  5  fof  the  Project  Description  Chapter,  which  describes  existing 
Main  Library  features  that  would  be  altered]:  Need  photos  of  these  features  so  reader 
knows  what  they  look  like. 

"Page  82,  Paragraph  4  [of  the  Environmental  Impact  Chapter  describes  altematives  to 
the  existing  library]:  Need  photos  of  these  statues  and  the  inscriptions." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

Figure  C&R-2,  pp.  C&R.68  -  69,  includes  photographs  of  the  existing  Main 
Library,  showing  the  inscription  and  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  the 
inscribed  names  of  literary  figures,  and  the  Fulton  Street  doorway  and  windows. 

The  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  facade  of  the  building  are  also  visible  in 
Figure  12,  EIR  p.  59,  and  in  Figure  18,  EIR  p.  90.  The  inscription  identifying  and 
dedicating  the  existing  Main  Library  is  visible  in  the  photograph  in  Figure  18, 
above  the  10  columns  above  the  entrance  doorways.  The  inscribed  names  of 
literary  figures  are  on  tablets  on  each  end  bay;  those  are  immediately  below  the 
large  arched  windows  in  the  end  bays. 

Comment 

"Another  Appendix  should  be  the  list  of  inscriptions,  interior  and  exterior,  on  the 
existing  Main  Library  building.  A  copy  of  them  as  listed  in  the  building's  dedication 
booklet  is  enclosed  (Attachment  A)."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB). 

Response 

A  list  of  the  Main  Library  architectural  inscriptions  is  included  herein, 
pp.  C&R.70  -  74,  and  therefore  included  in  the  EIR.  Therefore,  no  separate 
appendix  is  necessary. 

(Response  to  Comments  text  continued  on  p.  C&R.75) 
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Center  statue  of  five  statues  shown  in  top  view. 

 SF  Ma  in  L  ibra  ry  ■ 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

Figure  C  &  R  -  2 

Architectural  Detail  on  Existing  Main  Library 


C&R.68 


View  of  Fulton  Street  entrance  and  ground-floor  windows  on  Fulton  Street  facade. 

 SF  Main  Library 


SOURCR:  nnvimnmenul  Science  Ai lociiiet,  Inc. 

Figure  C  &  R  -  2  (continued) 

Architectural  Detail  on  Existing  Main  Library 
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FIVE  SYMBOLIC  FIGURES 


303 


Medium,  Size  and  Description,    Five  heroic  sized  sculptured 
figures  in  granite  representing  Art,  Literature,  Philoscopy, 
Science  and  Law. 

Artist.    Leo  Lentfelli,  born  in  Italy,  l879.    Instructor  at 
California  School  of  Fine  Arts  and  Art  Students  League, 
New  York.    Work  in  architectural  and  graden  sculpture  all 
over  n.  S. 

George  W.  Kelham,  Architect. 

Acquistion.  Commissioned  by  the  Library  Commission  and 
architect  upon  building  of  structure  in  the  years  i915- 
17. 

Location.    Facade  above  the  main  entrance  to  the  Main 
Library,  Larkin  and  McAllister  Streets. 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Comment 

"Page  61,  first  paragraph: 

"The  discussion  of  the  sculptural  figures  in  the  second  floor  openings  is  very 
perfunctory.  The  sculptor  is  not  identified,  nor  is  there  any  context  given  for  the 
importance  of  the  sculptures  in  the  overall  decorative  program  for  the  building. 

"Page  61,  regarding  Asian  Art  Museum,  first  paragraph,  line  six,  addition: 

"Within  each  arch  stands  an  eight-foot  cement  figure  on  a  pedestal.  These  were 
installed  at  the  time  of  construction  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building.  Heroic 
sized  figures  in  granite,  representing  Art,  Literature,  Philosophy,  Science  and  Law, 
were  commissioned  by  the  Library  Commission  and  the  building's  architect.  George 
Kelham  in  1915-1917  from  Panama  Pacific  Intemational  Exposition  (PPIE)  sculptor, 
Leo  Lentelli.  whom  art  professor  Eugen  Neuhaus  credited  with  'diabolical  cleverness 
in  making  omament  out  of  human  figures.'-  The  present  cement  figures  are  not  the 
granite  statues  expected  from  Lentelli:  however,  they  may  be  studies  or  models  by 
Lentelli  for  finished  statues  which  were  never  completed.  Their  attenuated  lines  recall 
known  works  by  Lentelli.  such  as  the  Sutter  Street  light  standards  and  the  fmial  figure 
in  the  PPIE's  Court  of  Abundance.  The  Fulton  Street  facade.  .  ."  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB). 

NOTE  [cited  in  comment  above] 

'      Neuhaus,  Eugene,  The  Art  of  the  Exposition.  1915,  Paul  Elder  and  Company,  San 
Francisco,  41. 

Response 

As  a  summary  of  the  text  suggested  by  the  commenter,  the  fourth  full  sentence  of 
the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  61  is  deleted,  and  is  replaced  with  the 
following: 
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Within  each  arch  stands  an  eight-foot  cement  figure  on  a  pedestal, 
representing  Art,  Literature,  Philosophy,  Science,  and  Law.  The  figures 
were  commissioned  by  the  Library  Commission  and  the  building's 
architect,  George  Kelham,  in  191 5- 1917  from  the  Panama-Pacific 
Intemational  Exposition  sculptor  Leo  Lentelli.  The  figures  are  not  the 
statues  commissioned  of  Lentelli,  but  may  be  studies  or  models  by  Lentelli 
of  statues  that  were  never  completed. 

Comment 

"Page  61 ,  regarding  Asian  Art  Museum,  before  last  paragraph,  add  all  new  text: 

"The  staircase  balcony  murals  have  special  significance  as  'the  most  ambitious 
project'  of  Gottardo  Piazzoni,  highly  respected  artist  'who  for  over  50  years,  created 
subtle,  lyrical  interpretations  of  the  Northern  Califomia  landscape,  works  which  are 
most  noteworthy  for  their  simplicity  and  the  quiet  mood  which  they  convey.'^  Ten 
murals  for  decoration  of  the  Main  Library  were  commissioned  in  1929  by  the  Trustees 
of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ansley  K.  Salz  led  the  private 
fund  raising  of  $25,000,  with  the  assistance  of  Library  Tmstee  Albert  Bender.  Five 
panels  representing  'The  Sea'  are  dated  1931  and  are  installed  in  the  north  balcony; 
five  panels  presenting  'The  Land'  are  dated  1932  and  are  installed  in  the  south 
balcony.  Four  additional  panels  were  funded  by  the  Salzes  and  painted  in  1945.  These 
were  stored  in  the  Library's  basement  for  some  30  years  and  finally  installed  in  1975 
in  the  four  spaces  at  the  east  comers  of  the  balcony  at  the  top  of  the  stairs. 

"The  ten  earlier  mural  panels  are  basically  two  continuous  designs,  one  for  each 
subject,  which  take  advantage  of  the  architectural  space  and  seem  to  flow  together 
behind  the  interrupting  columns.  They  can  be  viewed  to  advantage  both  close  up  and 
from  the  opposite  balcony,  across  the  intervening  staircase  space.  The  ten  panels 
'were  the  most  modem  of  his  murals,  utilizing  economy  in  line  and  form  and  subtle 
tones  of  gray,  blue  and  tan.'^ 

"The  four  1945  panels  are  the  same  size  as  the  others,  but  they  are  not  organized 
across  the  architectural  elements.  They  do  continue  the  'Sea'  and  'Land'  themes. 
Their  style  is  somewhat  different  from  that  of  the  ten  earlier  panels.  When  they  were 
finally  installed,  art  critic  Alfred  Frankenstein  wrote  of  the  whole  series  that,  'These 
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are  among  the  quietest  murals  in  history,'  and  they  'interpret  California  in  a  mild  form 
of  cubism. '  He  admired  them  greatly.'^ 


"All  14  murals  are  painted  on  canvas  and  glued  or  otherwise  fastened  to  the  walls. 
There  is  an  Ansel  Adams  photo  of  Piazzoni  and  his  studio  working  on  one  of  the 
'Land'  panels  of  1932.  They  may  be  capable  of  being  moved.  The  Library 
Commission  has  passed  Resolution  #1548,  which  declares  its  intent  not  to  move  either 
the  Piazzoni  murals  or  the  DuMond  murals  (in  the  reading  rooms)  into  the  New  Main 
Library."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB). 

NOTES  [cited  in  comment  above] 

^      Dominik,  Janet  B.,  Gottardo  F.  P.  Piazzoni.  Piein  Air  Painters  of  California.  The  North. 
1986,  Westphal  publishing,  h-vine,  CA,  154-159. 

Dominik,  op.  cit.,  158. 

^      Frankenstein,  Alfred,  "The  Art  World,"  San  Francisco  Chronicle.  August  21,  1975,  48. 


Response 


As  a  summary  of  the  text  suggested  by  the  commenter,  the  following  is  added  as 
a  new  paragraph  after  the  first  full  paragraph  on  DEER  p.  61: 

Five  of  the  Piazzoni  mural  panels,  representing  "the  sea"  (1931),  are  at  the 
northem  balcony;  five  panels,  representing  "the  land"  (1932),  are  at  the 
south  balcony.  Each  of  the  five  sets  of  panels  essentially  forms  one  image, 
and  may  be  viewed  from  close  range  and  from  the  opposite  balcony.  Four 
additional  later  panels,  depicting  "Night"  and  "Dawn,"  were  stored  in  the 
basement  of  the  library  budding  until  1975,  when  they  were  installed  at  the 
east  comers  of  the  balcony,  at  the  top  of  the  staircase.  All  14  murals  are 
painted  on  canvas  and  glued  or  otherwise  fastened  to  the  walls.  They  may 
be  able  to  be  moved.  The  Library  Commission  has  declared  its  intent  not  to 
move  the  Piazzoni  or  DuMond  murals  to  the  New  Main  Library  (Resolution 
No.  1548,  AprU  2,  1991). 


inOijifkinStTrrt 


Comment 


"Along  the  same  though  not  similar  lines  [to  her  comments  regarding  the  Pioneer 
Monument),  is  the  significance  of  100  Larkin  St.  the  use  of  which  was  as  a  USO  in 
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World  War  n  nearly  50  years  ago.  I'm  sure  you  know  it  was  the  location  of  the 
Planning  Department  too."  (Edith  McMillan) 

"p.  56.  4th  line.  "The  Hospitality  house  was  not  a  USO  (United  Service 
Organization).  The  confusion  arises  because  they  performed  similar  functions.  There 
were  USO's  in  San  Francisco;  they  were  part  of  a  nationwide  system.  Hospitality 
House  was  strictly  a  SF  institution  in  funding  and  operation. 

"p.  62.  2nd  paragraph,  again  not  a  USO.  At  one  time  this  building  simultaneously 
housed  the  DCP  [Department  of  City  Planningl,  the  Art  Commission  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  first  full  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  56  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

As  a  result,  the  Pioneer  Monument  remained  the  only  structure  on  the  New 
Library  block  until  constRiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House 
(the  existing  100  Larkin  Street  building)  in  1941  (see  Figure  15):  the 
Hospitality  House  was  a  local  institution  that  functioned  similarly  to  a  USO. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  62  is  revised  to  read  as 
foUows  (new  text  is  underlined ): 

It  is  a  single-story  wood  and  stucco  structure  that  was  built  in  1941  to  serve 
as  the  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House  (similar  to  a  USO)  during  World 
Warn. 

The  fourth  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  under  "Architectural  and  Historic 
Resources"  on  DEIR  p.  8 1  is  revised  to  read  as  foUows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

The  single-story  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House  (100  Larkin  Street).  .  .  , 
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Comment 

"Page  62,  second  paragraph: 

"The  100  Larkin  Building  is  one  of  the  very  few  Art  Deco/Streamline  Modeme  public 
buildings  in  San  Francisco.  It  stands  with  the  Rincon  Post  Office  and  Aquatic  Park 
(both  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places)  as  prominent  public  examples  of  this 
type  of  architecture."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  EIR  p.  62,  second  paragraph,  describes  the  building  as 
"constructed  in  the  Streamline  Modeme  (Art  Deco)  style,  with  rounded  comers, 
white  walls  and  blue  glass  windows." 

The  100  Larkin  Street  building,  although  not  listed  as  a  contributing  element  on 
the  nomination  forms  for  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic  District,  may  have  "State  and/or  local 
significance  due  to  its  associations  with  use  of  the  Civic  Center  during  World 
War  n."/l,2/  The  building  is  designated  noncontributory  in  the  proposed  local 
Civic  Center  Historic  District,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  62,  paragraph  2. 

Pioneer  M<Hiument 

Comment 

"P.  64.  third  line:  the  fence  is  bronze,  not  iron,  and  it  is  completely  intact  around  the 
monument."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  top  view  in  Figure  15,  EIR  p.  65,  indicates  that  the  fence  originally 
surrounded  the  four  projecting  piers  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  Those  portions  of 
the  fence  are  no  longer  extant. 

The  second  complete  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  64  is 
revised  as  follows  (new  text  underlined): 
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A  bronze  fence  that  once  surrounded  the  entire  monument  remains  around 
the  central  pedestal. 

Comment 

"p.  64.  It  hardly  seems  likely  that  the  City  would  have  gone  to  the  expense  of  raising 
the  monument  for  two  reasons.  First,  what  purpose  would  have  been  served  by  raising 
it?  None.  Secondly,  at  least  one  photo  exists  in  the  San  Francisco  History  Room 
which  clearly  shows  grading  or  leveling  this  block  after  the  new  street  pattern  was  put 
in.  Near  Hyde  and  Fulton  it  appears  that  it  was  necessary  to  excavate  five  or  six  feet 
to  get  it  to  the  present  level.  The  amount  would  have  diminished  near  Grove. 

"But  also  elevating  it  in  place  would  have  been  more  complicated  and  costly  than 
moving  it  to  another  permanent  location."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  last  line  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  64  of  the  EIR 
states  that  the  "base  of  the  monument  was  apparently  raised  and/or  uncovered 
after  1906."  The  text  was  intended  to  explain  the  difference  in  the  two  views  in 
Figure  15  and  to  point  out  that  the  monument's  elevation  changed  relative  to  the 
street  grade  after  1906.  Based  on  the  commenter's  information,  it  appears  that 
the  monument's  base  was  uncovered  by  excavation. 

Comment 

"P.  69.  9th  &  10th  lines:  moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  may  or  may  not  be  done, 
depending  on  the  altemative  selected.  The  statement  conveys  the  impression  that  the 
Pioneer  Monument  is  to  be  moved  in  any  event."  (WincheU  T.  Hay  ward) 

Response 

Throughout,  the  EIR  analyzes  the  project  as  proposed,  one  component  of  which 
would  be  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  "Would"  is  used  instead  of  "will" 
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to  indicate  that  project  effects  are  conditional  upon  project  approval.  The 
decision-makers  could  adopt  an  alternative  to  the  project  that  would  result  in  the 
Pioneer  Monument  remaining  at  its  current  location,  as  is  described  on  EIR  pp. 
188  -  192  and  herein  on  pp.  C&R.187  -  193. 

Comment 

"Oblique  reference  is  given  to  some  of  the  uniqueness  of  the  site  and  the  [Pioneerl 
[M]onument  but  I  believe  this  should  be  strengthened  by  stating  that  the  monument  is 
the  only  remaining  vestige  of  San  Francisco's  first  attempt  at  a  formal  urban  design 
concept  for  a  public  building.  It  is  also  the  oldest  vestige  of  our  municipal  beginnings 
for  no  traces  of  the  first  four  City  Halls  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  Square  remain. 
Not  a  brick."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  first  full  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  64  discusses  the 
monument  at  some  length.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  64,  first  full  paragraph,  fifth 
sentence,  "the  Pioneer  Monument  is  the  last  structure  remaining  that  defines  the 
location  of  the  pre-1906  City  Hall,  destroyed  in  the  Earthquake  and  Fire." 

Comment 

"Ref  Part  III,  §B:  Description  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  include  at  least  one 
large  (full-page)  photograph  showing  the  Monument  in  some  detail.  The  photos  in 
Figures  14  and  15,  while  useful,  do  not  show  the  Monument  itself  very  clearly,  and  its 
unportance  certainly  rates  an  additional  larger  photo."  (Michael  M.  Levin) 

Response 

Figure  14,  EIR  p.  63,  provides  a  full  view  of  the  monument.  Figure  16,  EIR  p.  65, 
provides  historic  views.  Figure  24,  EIR  p.  96,  shows  the  monument  in  existing 
context,  from  Market  /  Hyde  /Eighth  Streets. 
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B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 
Historic  Districts 

Comment 

"Page  82,  third  paragraph: 

"None  of  the  work  described  in  this  paragraph  meets  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings, 
hereafter;  'Standards.'  It  seems  premature  to  discuss  such  specific  treatments  to 
elements  which  are  extremely  important  to  the  architecture  of  the  buildings.  No 
adequate  explanation  is  given  why  this  work  is  necessary.  This  is  especially  true  for 
the  additional  handicap  ramp  when  there  is  already  an  existing  ramp  at  the  Larkin 
Street  entrance.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  understand  why  windows  must  be  lowered 
to  floor  level  in  a  museum  which  by  its  nature  does  not  need  to  have  natural  light. 

"Page  83,  first  paragraph: 

"The  removal  of  the  murals  on  the  second  floor  does  not  meet  the  Standards.  Again, 
no  adequate  explanation  is  given  to  justify  the  necessity  for  such  action.  Finally,  no 
mention  is  made  of  how  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  will  be  seismically 
retrofitted  to  accommodate  the  new  use.  The  impact  of  this  proposed  retrofit  needs  to 
be  addressed  and  it  should  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards. 

"[Suggested  Mitigation  Measures,  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources] 
The  Asian  Art  Museum  (existing  Main  Library  building).  Since  a  pair  of  disabled 
access  ramps  exists  at  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  which  is  proposed  to  continue  as  the 
main  entrance  (per  page  82),  an  additional  ramp  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  is  not  needed 
and  could  be  eliminated. 

"The  five  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  facade  could  remain  in  place.  While  not  of  high 
art  material,  they  are  an  integral  part  of  the  building's  original  design.  The  figures' 
attenuation  marks  them  as  probably  the  work  of  Leo  Lentelli,  who  was  originally 
commissioned  to  create  granite  statues  for  these  spaces. 
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"The  Fulton  Street  ground  floor  windows  could  remain  as  they  are  in  order  to  preserve 
the  architectural  integrity  of  the  building.  Most  museums  avoid  natural  sunlight, 
because  it  causes  fading  and  other  deterioration  of  the  artworks.  If  naturally  lit 
non-display  spaces  are  wanted  for  such  uses  in  the  museum  shop,  restaurant,  or  staff 
recreation,  they  could  be  designed  into  the  proposed  addition,  or  they  could  get  light 
from  the  central  courtyard. 

"The  need  for  two  new  entrances  on  Fulton  Street  is  highly  questionable  in  light  of 
typical  museum  security  requirements.  The  present  Fulton  Street  entry  should  be  used 
instead,  in  order  to  preserve  the  architectural  integrity  of  the  building.  Any  code 
requirements  for  additional  exiting  ought  to  be  fulfilled  in  the  proposed  new  addition 
or  on  the  Hyde  or  McAllister  Street  elevations,  which  are  less  character  defining  than 
Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  elevations. 

"One  suggestion  is  that  the  unwanted  inscriptions  on  the  building  could  be  covered 
over  rather  than  removed.  Twenty  years  hence,  if  they  were  wanted  again,  they  would 
still  exist. 

"Since  the  existing  Library  Building  /  Asian  Art  Museum  is  a  contributor  to  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  Civic  Center  District,  any  changes  to  it  ought  to  conform 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards.  Under  these  Standards  the  proposed  work 
(including  any  proposed  seismic  retrofit)  for  the  building  would  be  reviewed  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  Any  work  on  this  Civic  Center  building  should  be  reviewed  for 
conformity  with  the  Secretary's  Standards.  The  review  should  be  conducted  by  one  of 
the  following  bodies:  the  National  Park  Service,  the  Califomia  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation,  or  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
because  these  bodies  have  experience  and  expertise  in  assuring  that  a  building's 
historic  qualities  will  be  retained.  The  reviewing  body  should  have  authority  to 
request  changes  and  negotiate  compromises  in  the  proposed  designs. 
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"The  Piazzoni  murals  could  remain  in  the  ceremonial  staircase  balcony,  the  space  for 
which  they  were  commissioned  by  the  Library  Trustees  and  then  painted.  Their  design 
integrates  so  thoroughly  with  each  other  and  with  the  architectural  space,  including  the 
view  from  the  opposite  balcony,  that  it  would  be  a  shame  to  move  them  to  any  other 
space.  This  balcony  is  of  questionable  value  for  museum  display  space. 

"Alternately,  only  the  ten  murals  of  the  1929  commission  —  five  integrated  'Sea' 
panels  dated  1931  on  the  north  balcony,  and  five  integrated  'Land'  panels  dated  1932 
on  the  south  balcony  —  could  remain  in  place.  The  four  additional  1945  panels  at  the 
east  end  of  the  balcony,  which  were  not  installed  until  1975  and  are  not  parts  of  the 
continuous  design,  could  be  moved  to  another  City-owned  display  space. 

"StUl  another  altemative  for  the  Piazzoni  murals  would  be  for  the  Library  Commission 
to  rescind  its  Resolution  #1548  (see  Attachment  C  [p.  C&R.85])  as  regards  these 
murals  (leaving  the  Resolution  intact  for  the  DuMond  murals,  which  were  created  for 
the  PPIE  rather  than  the  Library,  and  which  have  therefore  already  been  moved  once). 
The  Piazzoni  murals  could  be  mounted  in  the  New  Main  Library  because  they  were 
originally  commissioned  for  the  Main  Library  in  1929  by  the  Tmstees  of  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Library. 

"Professionally  qualified  art  conservators  should  be  retained,  first  to  evaluate  the 
implications  of  moving  the  murals,  and  second  to  plan,  oversee,  and  perhaps  conduct 
any  move  required. 

"Prior  to  any  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals,  their  destination  should  be  known  and 
evaluated.  They  should  not  sknply  be  put  into  storage  indefinitely.  The  EIR  needs 
some  investigation  and  discussion  of  this  question,  because  these  are  very  important 
California  artworks."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

"The  EIR  fails  to  take  fuU  account  of  the  importance  of  all  these  historic  districts.  The 
docnmcnt  docs  not  consider  the  negative  effect  the  visnal  gn^lity  of  all  the  projcct^s 
facades  on  the  quality  of  the  historic  distrirts  We  urge  the  ComniiSi«tinn  to  malrp.  a 
finding  of  signifirmnt  inyact  on  the  Amhiti^irtiiralf  Historical  and  Coltoral  Resources  of 
the  Civic  Coiter."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann 
MHler,  SFT) 
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DECLARING  THE  INTENTION  OF  THE  LIBRARY  COMMISSION  NOT  TO  MOVE  THE 
FOURTEEN  MURALS  BY  GOTTARDO  PIAZZONI  NOR  THE  TWO  MURALS  BY  FRANK 
VINCENT  DUMOND  FROM  THE  PRESENT  MAIN  LIBRARY  BUILDING,  DUE  TO  SPACE 
CONSTRAINTS   IN  THE  NEW  MAIN  LIBRARY  BUILDING. 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Public  Library  has  displayed, 
protected  and  maintained  on  the  walls  of  the  present  Main  Library 
fourteen  murals  by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  and  two  murals  by  Frank 
Vincent  DuMond;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Piazzoni  and  DuMond  murals  all  measure  eleven 
feet  or  more  in  height;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Walls  in  the  new  Main  Library  will  be  few  in  number, 
in  order  that  floorplans  remain  flexible  and  sight  lines 
unobstructed,  and  will  measure  only  eleven  feet  in  height,  thus 
affording  no  space  for  mural  frames,  bases  or  lighting;  now, 
therefore,   be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  Commission 
does  hereby  declare  its  intention  not  to  move  the  fourteen  murals 
by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  nor  the  two  murals  by  Frank  Vincent  DuMond 
from  the  present  Main  Library  building,  due  to  space  constraints  in 
the.  new  Main  Library  building;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Commission  urges  that  all  or  a  majority  of  any  profit  accruing  from 
any  sale  of  these  murals  be  allocated  to  the  Public  Library,  in 
recognition  of  its  stewardship  of  these  artworks  for  over  seventy 
years . 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Response 


"We  were  shocked  to  see  all  the  changes  that  were  proposed  for  the  existing  library 
building.  This  building  is  a  contributor  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark  Civic 
Center  District.  Being  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  is  important  and  an 
honor  and  all  that,  but  it's  ten  times  the  honor  to  be  a  National  Historic  Landmark. 
You  can't  volunteer  for  that.  You  have  to  be  chosen  by  the  bureaucrats  in  Washington, 
the  historians  and  all.  And  our  Civic  Center  was  so  chosen. 

The  existing  library  is  one  of  the  contributor  buildings,  and  the  EIR  says  that  present 
plans  would  make  significant  changes  in  that  building,  and  those  significant  changes 
are  not  addressed  at  all  in  terms  of  mitigation.  I  realize  that  in  the  preparation  of  the 
EIR,  there  were  problems  because  they  didn't  know  what  was  planned  until  the  last 
minute,  but  that's  why  we  made  some  significant  comments."  (Anne  Bloomfield, 
LPAB) 

"I  also  am  really  greatly  shocked  to  hear  that  this  design  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
would  hack  off  bits  of  the  old  Main  Library.  It's  on  the  National  Register.  Our  own 
neighborhood  has  blocks  on  the  National  Register,  whole  blocks,  and  this  sort  of 
indicates  a  very  relaxed  attitude  toward  contributing  architectural  resources.  I  was 
shocked  by  this."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  HiU  Neighborhood  Association) 

"Ref.  Part  IV,  Environmental  Impacts,  §A:  On  p.  82,  in  describing  the  modifications 
proposed  for  the  exterior  of  the  existing  Main  Library,  no  justification  is  given  for  the 
removal  of  inscriptions  and  statuary  from  the  facades  of  the  building.  The  inscriptions 
(name  and  dedication  of  the  building  and  names  of  literary  figures)  are  integral 
elements  of  the  building's  design  (not  simply  signs),  and  consideration  should  be 
given  to  preserving  them.  (Interior  inscriptions  should  be  preserved  as  well.) 
Altematives  to  the  outright  removal  of  the  inscriptions  should  be  included  within  the 
EIR;  for  example,  ground-level  signage  could  clearly  and  aesthetically  identify  the 
proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  without  confusion,  leaving  the  facade  inscriptions  in 
place.  The  building  will  always  be  the  historic,  original  Main  Library  building,  even 
though  it  may  house  the  Asian  Art  Museum  or  some  other  entity  at  some  future  time, 
and  it  is  not  appropriate  to  erase  all  traces  of  its  original,  historic  use,  for  which  it  was 
specifically  designed. 
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"The  inscriptions  are  not  just  signs.  TTie  wording  on  the  front,  the  name  of  the 
building,  the  dedication,  and  the  names  of  all  of  the  authors,  that's  part  of  the  design  of 
the  building  from  its  construction  and  its  completion  in  1917.  The  old  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  on  Sansome  Street  still  says  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  and 
apparently  nobody  has  a  problem  with  that,  that  I  know  of.  Of  course,  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  will  get  more  public  patronage  than  the  old  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  which  is 
now  part  of  the  Embarcadero  Center,  but  that  still  does  not  mean  the  inscriptions  have 
to  be  removed.  There  will  be  signage  on  both  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  new 
library,  which  I  think  would  clearly  indicate  what  they  are.  So  that's  just  one 
example.  But  there  are  other  details  on  the  design  of  the  new  building  that  aren't 
clear."  (Michael  M.  Levin) 

"I  did  have  one  more  thing  about  removing  the  features  from  the  exterior  of  the 
existing  Main.  It  seems  to  me  that  that's  pretty  serious  and  that  we  should  know 
whether  removing  of  parts  like  that,  the  figures  and  the  words  that  are  there,  whether  it 
might  lose  its  historic  designation.  I  think  that's  a  pretty  serious  thing  to  do. 

"I  have  never  been  one  to  think  the  Asian  Art  Museum  shouldn't  be  in  that  building.  I 
think  we're  really  lucky  you  wanted  that  building,  and  it  will  be  a  wonderful  thing  for 
people  to  go  to.  It's  just  a  wonderful  new  element  to  Civic  Center  that  I,  for  one, 
really  appreciate,  but  I  would  be  awfully  careful  about  removing  parts  of  it." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

"P.  7.  31  and  82:  obliteration  of  inscriptions  amounts  to  defacement  of  the  building. 
The  figures  should  not  be  moved,  unless  to  complement  the  design  of  the  new  library 
building."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"We  wish  to  express  our  concern  about  the  many  inadequacies  of  the  EIR  report  on 
New  Main  Library.  In  particular,  and  as  an  example,  it  is  disturbing  to  learn  that  one 
part  of  the  plan  for  the  historic  current  library  building  is  to  remove  the  inscriptions 
and  statuary  from  the  exterior.  That  surely  is  no  way  to  handle  historic  preservation. 
We  strongly  urge  that  such  destructive  handling  of  a  landmark  not  be  permitted." 
(Dr.  Robert  Popper  and  Marcia  Popper) 
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Response 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  56  (and  text  revisions  on  p.  C&R.93  -  95,  the  existing  Main 
Library  building  is  identified  as  contributory  to  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  and  to  the  existing  National  Register  District  and  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District.  The  districts  are  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  54  -  58  and 
shown  on  Figure  1 1  (Revised),  p.  C&R.64,  which  replaces  Figure  1 1  on  DEIR 
p.  55. 

The  Asian  Art  Museum's  current,  preliminary  plans  would  ch£mge  the  exterior 
and  interior  of  the  existing  library  building,  as  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  82  -  83,  as 
well  as  on  p.  39.  Changes  would  include  replacement  of  the  single  doorway  on 
Fulton  Street  with  two  handicap-accessible  doors  that  would  replicate  the  original 
door,  and  extension  of  the  ground  floor  windows  on  Fulton  Street  to  floor  level. 
The  easternmost  of  the  two  doorways  would  allow  the  museum  to  close  off 
certain  areas  of  the  building  for  security  purposes  at  certain  times.  That  door 
would  aUow  access  to  the  auditorium,  temporary  gallery,  and  the  patrons'  lounge 
when  the  rest  of  the  museum  was  closed  (generally  at  night,  for  evening  events). 
The  other  new  door  would  allow  patrons  access  to  the  proposed  museum 
bookstore  and  cafe  without  entering  the  exhibit  spaces.  (Separate  wheelchair 
access,  the  ramp  mentioned  by  the  commenters,  would  be  provided  at  the  new 
doors  to  allow  disabled  persons  to  use  those  new  entrances;  this  disabled  access 
could  be  required  under  the  recently  enacted  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.) 
Extension  of  the  Fulton  Street  windows  is  intended  to  provide  more  natural  light 
to  the  entry  area,  cafe,  bookstore,  and  patrons'  lounge  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Asian  Art  Museum,  would  provide  a  more  welcoming  appearance  to  this  side  of 
the  building  and  would  relate  museum  activities  to  those  of  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall,  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  and  the  Civic  Center  as  a  whole./3/ 

The  museum's  preliminary  plans  also  include  removal  of  the  cement  statues 
above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance  to  the  existing  library.  According  to  the 
museum,  the  statues  could  present  a  hazard  in  an  earthquake,  and  are  not  deemed 
appropriate  for  a  museum  of  Asian  art./3/  A  preliminary  evaluation  by  an  Asian 
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Art  Museum  conservator  found  cracks,  holes,  chipping,  and  surface  erosion  in  the 
statues  and  noted  that,  while  the  structural  condition  of  the  statues  cannot  be  fully 
evaluated,  the  observations  made  "do  not  indicate  good  structural  integrity.' 74/ 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  replace  the  inscriptions  above  the  Larkin  Street 
entry  to  the  existing  Main  Library  that  identify  and  dedicate  the  building  with  an 
inscription  identifying  the  building  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The  museum 
believes  that  this  change  would  be  necessary  to  properly  identify  the  building's 
new  use;  commemorative  signage  could  be  used  to  describe  the  building  s 
original  use  as  the  Main  Library.  The  inscribed  names  of  literary  figures  are 
proposed  to  be  removed  because  the  museum  does  not  believe  those  inscriptions 
would  be  compatible  with  the  new  use  of  the  building./3/ 

The  Museum's  preliminary  plans  also  call  for  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals 
from  the  second-floor  stairway  balcony,  and  removal  of  the  duMond  murals  from 
the  second-floor  reading  rooms. 

According  to  staff  of  the  Arts  Commission,  which  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
Piazzoni  murals  as  publicly  installed  art  until  such  time  as  the  existing  Main 
Library  is  transferred  from  the  Public  Library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  the 
murals  could  be  removed  from  the  library  building,  although  such  an  effort  would 
be  time-consuming  and  expensive.  If  the  murals  were  to  be  moved,  the  Arts 
Commission  would  review  the  relocation  site  proposed.  No  relocation  site  has 
been  proposed,  and  the  Arts  Commission  has  taken  no  position  on  possible 
relocation  of  the  murals./5/  The  Asian  Art  Museum  has  stated  that  the  Piazzoni 
murals  are  important,  should  he  conserved,  and  should  not  be  sold,  and  has 
indicated  its  intention  to  help  find  a  suitable  location  for  the  murals./3/  Text  has 
been  added  to  EIR  p.  61  to  more  fully  describe  the  murals  (see  p.  C&R.77). 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  plans  to  construct  an  addition  to  the  existing  building  that 
would  continue  the  McAllister  and  Hyde  Street  cornice  lines  to  that  intersection, 
as  described  in  the  third  paragraph  on  EIR  pp.  39  and  82. 
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A  seismic  retrofit  is  also  planned  for  the  existing  library  building,  as  described  on 
EIR  pp.  39  and  172.  As  noted  on  p.  39,  seismic  upgrading  of  the  building,  under  a 
1989  City  bond  measure,  will  be  undertaken  in  any  case,  independent  of  the  Asian 
Art  Museum's  planned  move.  The  upgrade  has  not  been  finally  determined.  It 
could  be  directed  solely  to  protection  of  human  life  and  safety,  or  toward 
additionally  greater  protection  for  the  museum's  collections.  Regardless  of  the 
approach  and  method,  the  City  expects  the  seismic  work  to  allow  for  any 
restoration  of  features  that  may  have  to  be  altered  during  such  construction.  For 
example,  the  ceilings  of  the  second-floor  reading  rooms  may  be  affected  by 
seismic  work,  but  should  be  able  to  be  restored  to  their  existing  condition./6,7/ 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS),  which  administers  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  (SHPO)  have 
recommended  that  future  planning  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion  use  the 
Secretary's  Standards  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  as  a 
guideline  ./1, 8/  The  Secretary's  Standards  are  used  by  the  NPS  in  Section  106 
review  of  rehabilitation  projects  funded  and/or  carried  out  by  federal  agencies. 
(See  EIR  pp.  57  -  58  for  a  description  of  the  Section  106  process.)  The  Standards 
are  also  used  by  the  NPS  and  the  SHPO  to  determine  the  eligibility  of 
rehabilitation  projects  for  federal  tax  credits  under  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax 
Act  of  1981.  However,  the  Standards  do  not  prohibit  any  rehabilitation  activity, 
and  would  not  formally  apply  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum's  proposed  remodeling  of 
the  existing  Main  Library,  which  would  not  be  federally  funded.  (Letters  from 
the  NPS  and  SHPO  are  available  for  review  as  part  of  the  EIR  file  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco.) 

The  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation,  or  "Standards,"  revised  in  1990,  call 
for:  using  a  property  for  its  original  use  or  minimizing  changes  to  a  building's 
defining  characteristics,  site  and  environment  in  conversion  to  a  compatible  use; 
retaining  and  preserving  the  historic  character  of  the  property,  including  avoiding 
removal  of  historic  material  or  distinguishing  architectural  features  where 
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possible;  recognition  of  a  property  as  a  product  of  its  historical  period; 
recognition  of  changes  in  the  property  that  may  have  acquired  historical 
significance  on  their  own;  preservation  of  distinctive  features,  finishes,  and 
construction  techniques  or  examples  of  skilled  craftsmanship  that  characterize  a 
property;  repair  rather  than  replacement  of  deteriorated  historic  features  where 
possible,  with  replacement,  where  necessary,  to  match  the  original  in  design, 
color,  texture  and  other  visual  qualities;  use  of  the  gentlest  means  possible  of 
cleaning  structures;  protection  and  preservation  of  archaeological  resources;  new 
additions,  exterior  alterations,  or  related  new  construction  only  if  it  does  not 
destroy  historic  materials  that  characterize  the  property,  is  differentiated  from  the 
old.  and  is  compatible  with  the  massing,  size,  scale,  and  architectural  features  to 
protect  the  historic  integrity  of  the  property  and  its  environment;  and  additions  or 
alterations  to  be  done  such  that,  if  they  are  removed  in  the  future,  the  essential 
form  and  integrity  of  the  stmcture  would  be  unimpaired. 

The  NPS  has  stated  that,  because  of  the  preliminary  nature  of  the  Asian  Art 
Museum's  proposal  for  remodeling  the  existing  Main  Library,  no  determination 
can  be  made  at  this  time  regarding  the  impact  of  the  proposed  changes  on  the 
status  of  the  building  as  contributory  to  the  National  Register  and  National 
Historic  Landmark  Districts.  While  designation  of  a  structure  as  contributory  to  a 
National  Historic  Landmark  District  imposes  no  conditions  on  alterations  to  that 
structure  (see  above  and  EIR  p.  57),  the  NPS  has  noted  that  National  Historic 
Landmark  status  is  the  highest  designation  that  can  be  conferred  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  (Designation  as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  District  indicates  a 
district  is  of  national  significance,  while  designation  as  a  Historic  District  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  indicates  a  district  is  of  local,  regional  and/or 
statewide  significance.)  The  NPS  has  made  the  following  points  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  project. 

"Because  of  the  exceptional  significance  and  National  Landmark  status  of  the  San 
Francisco  Civic  Center  modifications  to  the  district  —  whether  through  new 
construction,  demolition,  and  alterations  to  existing  buildings  ~  should  be 
carefully  planned  and  designed.  New  constmction  within  the  district  should  be 
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sensitively  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the  scale,  massing,  materials,  texture, 
and  style  of  the  existing  design.  Changes  to  contributing  buildings  should 
conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  'Standards  for  Rehabilitation.'" 

Regarding  the  preliminary  plans  for  the  existing  library,  NPS  staff  have  stated 
that, 

"although  conversion  of  the  library  building  for  use  as  a  museum  would  seem  to 
be  a  compatible  new  use  for  the  structure,  the  proposed  alterations  fail  to  respect 
the  existing  historic  features,  craftsmanship,  and  use  of  the  building.  The 
proposed  alterations  do  not  conform  with  several  of  the  Secretary's  'Standards,' 
which  state  that: 

The  historic  character  of  a  property  shall  be  retained  and  preserved.  The 
removal  of  historic  materials  or  alteration  of  features  and  spaces  that 
characterize  a  property  shall  be  avoided. 

Distinctive  features,  finishes,  and  construction  techniques  or  examples  of 
craftsmanship  that  characterize  a  property  shall  be  preserved. 

"Specifically,  removal  of  the  statuary  above  the  main  entrance,  removal  of  the 
Library  inscription  and  names  of  literary  figures,  lengthening  of  the  windows  on 
the  Fulton  Street  elevation,  and  removal  of  the  interior  murals  would  contravene 
these  standards.  Addition  of  new  entries  on  tlie  Fulton  Street  side  and 
introduction  of  a  partial  mezzanine  level  into  the  south  reading  room  [which  is 
not  the  Asian  Art  Museum's  preferred  proposal;  see  EIR  p.  83]  are  also  major 
interventions  that  may  not  conform  with  the  Secretary's  'Standards.'  Demolition 
of  the  45  Hyde  Street  building,  on  the  other  hand,  would  not  affect  the  character 
of  the  building  or  the  district.  We  would  prefer  to  see  the  constmction  of  a 
sensitively -designed  addition  at  the  rear  of  the  library  to  accommodate  activities 
that  are  not  compatible  with  the  existing  building,  than  the  introduction  of  a 
mezzanine  level  into  an  existing  primary  space.  The  importance  of  this  building 
and  the  Civic  Center  district  call  for  utmost  care  in  the  design  of  the  Museum 
re-use  plan.  The  EIR  suggests  that  planning  and  design  of  the  new  Museum 
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facilities  are  still  in  their  initial  stages;  further  planning  efforts  should  utilize  the 
Secretary's  'Standards  for  Rehabilitation'  as  a  guideline.  Because  the 
rehabilitation  plans  are  preliminary  and  incomplete,  at  this  time  we  cannot  assess 
their  overall  impact  on  the  contributing  status  of  the  building. "/I/ 

SHPO  has  concurred  with  the  NPS  comments./8/ 


It  appears,  in  view  of  the  above,  that  the  currently  proposed  changes  to  the 
existing  library,  encompassing  removal  of  inscriptions  and  cement  statues, 
lengthening  of  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building,  and  removal  of 
the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  interior  of  the  existing  Main  Library,  described  on 
EIR  pp.  81  -  83,  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historic  and 
Cultural  Resources.  That  impact  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  these 
alterations  from  the  development  program  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 

This  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources  would 
be  limited  to  the  changes  proposed  for  the  existing  Main  Library,  and  would  not 
be  expected  to  cause  district  de-designation.  Other  changes  proposed  for  the  sites 
are  not  considered  to  be  significant,  individually  or  together,  as  follows. 


Tlie  following  new  paragraphs  are  added  to  DEIR  p.  83,  following  the  second 
paragraph: 

Based  on  review  by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  the  State  Office 
of  Historic  Preservation  (SHPO)  of  the  information  contained  in  the  DEIR, 
removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage,  the  inscriptions 
identifying  the  library  and  naming  literary  figures,  and  of  the  Piazzoni 
murals  in  the  library  interior,  and  the  proposed  lengthening  of  the  windows 
on  the  Fulton  Street  facade  would  not  conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation/2a/,  and  would  significantly  impact 
this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  NPS 
and  SHPO  review  of  additional  materials,  and  discussion  with  Asian  Art 
Museum  staff,  could  lead  to  a  different  determination  on  the  part  of  those 
agencies.  For  mitigation  measures  that  would  avoid  these  impacts,  please 
see  p.  180  of  the  EIR. 

Based  on  review  of  the  limited  infonnation  in  the  DEIR.  installation  of 
mezzanine(s)  in  the  second  floor  reading  rooms  of  the  existing  Main 
Library,  while  not  the  preferred  option  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  would  not 
confomi  to  the  Secretary  's  Stajidards./2a/ 
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The  Secretary's  Standards  are  used  by  the  NPS  in  reviewing  federal 
projects  that  involve  Historic  Properties,  and  by  NPS  and  SHPO  in 
determining  eligibility  of  rehabilitation  projects  for  federal  tax  credits;  the 
Standards  do  not  prohibit  any  rehabilitation  activity.  Similarly,  designation 
as  a  Historic  Property  does  not  prohibit  rehabilitation  (see  p.  57). 

Demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  would  not  affect  the  character  of  the 
Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS  ./2a/  Regarding  the  100  Larkin 
Street  building,  the  NPS  has  noted  that  while  not  a  contributing  element  to 
the  Landmark  District,  it  "appears  to  have  State  and/or  local  significance" 
because  of  its  use  during  World  War  n,  and  recommends  that 
documentation  (through  photographs  and  written  history)  of  the  structure 
under  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  be  considered  if  the 
building  were  demolished./2a  b/  Such  documentation,  for  deposit  at  the 
Library  of  Congress,  could  be  -ompleted  in  about  two  months,  depending 
on  available  information  and  the  level  of  detail  required./2b/  The  45  Hyde 
Street  and  100  Larkin  Street  buildings  are  not  contributory  to  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District  or  to  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic 
District,  and  their  demolition  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
Architecmral,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources. 

The  NPS  normally  "advocates  that  historic  resources  remain  in  their 
original  position. "/2a/  The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated;  it  would 
not  be  demolished.  The  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributing 
element  to  the  Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS  ./2a/  The  criterion 
for  contributory  status  to  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic 
District,  of  state  and/or  local  importance,  could  apply  to  the  monument. 
However,  the  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributing  element  on  the 
nomination  form  for  either  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  the 
Civic  Center  National  Register  District. /2b, 2c/  The  monument  is  not 
identified  as  contributory  to  the  National  districts  or  to  the  proposed  local 
Historic  District.  Its  relocation  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
Architecmral,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources.  While  normally  used  for 
buildings,  documentation  under  the  Historic  American  BuUdings  Survey 
(HABS)  steuidards  could  be  prepared  for  the  monument  should  it  be 
relocated. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  considered  a  non-contributing  element  of 
the  Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS,  which  has  stated  that  new 
construction  within  the  district  should  be  compatible  with  the  "scale, 
massing,  materials,  texture,  and  style  of  the  existing  design,"  and  "should 
be  sensitive  to  the  character  of  the  historic  plan  and  design  of  the  existing 
buildings  and  landscape. "/2a/  SHPO  has  stated  that  the  New  Main  Library 
"should  be  compatible  to  the  historic  district. "/2d/  The  NPS  has  written 
that,  while  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  appears  sensitive  in  scale,  "the 
design  and  materials  proposed  for  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  elevations 
appear  incongmous  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district  and  the 
surrounding  area. "/2a/  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  25,  and  response  to  comments 
on  p.  C&R.58  herein,  the  New  Main  Library  would  largely  complete  the 
1912  Civic  Center  Plan.  As  stated  on  EIR  pp.  87  -  101  and  in  response  to 
comments  on  pp.  C&R.l  16  -  1 17  herein,  the  New  Main  Library 
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would  be  of  similar  Beaux  Arts  style  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street 
facades  and  of  more  contemporary  style  on  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street 
facades,  compared  to  the  other  prominent  buildings  of  Civic  Center.  The 
New  Main  Library  would  be  finished  in  siinilar  materials,  of  similar  color 
and  texture,  to  other  major  Civic  Center  buildings.  [Comments  and 
responses  on  the  urban  design  aspects  of  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades 
are  on  pp.  C&R.l  12  -  127  herein.]  The  building  also  would  be  of 
comparable  size  to  other  prominent  Civic  Center  buildings.  Construction 
of  the  New  Main  Library  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  District. 

As  a  new  building,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  considered  a 
non-contributory  stmcture  to  the  proposed  locally  designated  Civic  Center 
Historic  District.  (Both  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Edmund  G.  Brown 
State  Office  Building  on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  newly  constructed  within  that 
proposed  Historic  District,  are  identified  as  non-contributory  to  the 
proposed  district.) 

Based  on  the  above,  the  combined  effects  of  the  components  of  the  project 
other  than  the  existing  Main  Library,  including  45  Hyde  Street,  100  Larkin 
Street,  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  the  New  Main  Library,  would  not  have  a 
significant  environmental  impact  on  Architectural  and  Historic  Resources. 

The  following  footnotes  are  added  to  DEIR  p.  86: 

/2a/    Look,  David  W.,  Chief,  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of 
National  Register  Programs,  National  Park  Service,  letter,  January  28, 
1992. 

/2b/    Huston,  Ann,  Historian,  National  Park  Service  Westem  Regional  Office, 
telephone  conversations,  February  3  and  5,  1992. 

/2c/    National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic 
Center  Historic  District,  December  1974,  and  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center  National  Historic 
Landmark  District,  November  1984. 

/2d/    Craigo,  Sleade  R.,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  letter, 
January  31,  1992. 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  7,  following  the  first  full 
paragraph: 

Removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage  of  the  existing  Main 
Library,  the  inscriptions  identifying  the  building  and  literary  figures, 
lengthening  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  facade,  as  well  as  removal  of 
murals  by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  from  the  building's  interior,  would 
significantly  affect  this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District. 


Please  see  "Mitigation  Measures."  pp.  C&R.161  -  166  of  this  Comments  and 
Responses  document,  for  mitigation  measures  added  to  the  text  of  the  EIR. 
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Regarding  the  compatibility  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  in  the  context  of 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality,  please  see  pp.  C&R.l  12  -  127  herein. 

Comment 

"The  Civic  Center  is  a  National  Historic  District  and  is  listed  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  This  is  not  satisfactorily  covered  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Anything  less 
than  an  excellent  design  for  the  New  Main  would  compromise  the  quality  of  these 
designations.  The  removal  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  mar  the  high  ranking  of 
the  entire  district,  if  Federal  funds  were  to  become  available  in  the  future  for  an 
improvement  project  of  some  kind.  Furthermore,  the  City's  Landmark  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  has  approved  designation  of  the  Civic  Center  as  a  San  Francisco 
Historic  District,  awaiting  ratification  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  boundaries  of 
both  the  City's  historic  district  and  of  the  National  Register  district  extend  to  Market 
Street,  acknowledging  the  edges  of  the  district  as  weU  as  its  heart,  and  confirming  the 
importance,  not  only  of  the  Fulton  and  Larkin  facades  which  face  City  Hall,  but  also, 
of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades,  which  face  Market  Street.  The  EIR  should 
publish  a  map  showing  their  boundaries."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  EIR  describes  the  inclusion  of  the  project  sites  in  the  historic  districts 
referenced  by  the  commenter  on  EIR  pp.  54  -  58.  Please  see  also  the  preceding 
Comments  and  Responses,  including  EIR  revisions,  which  address  the  impacts  of 
the  project,  including  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  within  these  districts. 
Regarding  the  comment  that  the  EIR  should  publish  a  map  showing  the 
boundaries  of  the  historic  districts,  the  EIR  has  already  done  so,  on  p.  55  (and 
revised  on  p.  C&R.64)  herein),  which  shows  each  district  and  its  boundaries. 

Existing  Main  Library  /  A^ian  Aft  Mnyjim 

Comment 

"p.  81.  To  the  last  sentence  on  the  page  'The  renovation  plan  would  preserve  .  . . .'  add 
.  .  except  as  noted  below.'  (The  4th  paragraph  on  page  82  does  note  some  changes  to 
the  facade.)"  (Ed  Michael) 
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Response 

The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  81  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

The  renovation  plan  would  preserve  the  facades  of  the  existing  library 
building,  except  as  noted  below,  and  some  of  the  larger  ceremonial  spaces 
inside  the  buUding. 

Comment 

"This  is  not  our  usual  custom.  Can  you  address  the  reality  of  or  the  accuracy  of  the 
document  as  to  the  removal  of  those  rather  important  exterior  features?" 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman)  [This  comment  was  addressed  directly  to  Rand 
CastUe,  Director,  Asian  Art  Museum,  during  the  DEIR  hearing.] 

[The  following  is  Mr.  Castile's  response]: 

"No.  We  have  not  chosen  an  au'chitect  yet.  What  we  have  been  doing  is  going  through 
a  very  extensive  process  of  seismic  study  in  terms  of  the  building,  its  stability,  what 
would  be  necessary  in  terms  of  base  isolation,  were  that  to  be  done,  and  the  like.  We 
have  not  said  anything  because  we  don't  have  an  architect,  and  we  have  not  gone 
through  the  whole  process  about  what  would  be  removed  or  not  except  to  say  that  it 
would  be  our  intention  —  it  is  a  landmark.  We  know  that  —  to  preserve  all  of  the  great 
features  of  the  building  outside,  which  are  architectural,  obviously,  and,  as  well,  the 
great  interior  spaces,  which  could  not  be  duplicated  really,  I  don't  think,  at  any  cost 
now.  They  are  very  dignified,  very  appropriate  for  a  museum."  (Rand  Castile,  Asian 
Art  Museum) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  For  more  infonnation  on  impacts  on  the  existing  Main 
Library  building  in  the  context  of  the  historic  districts,  please  see  the  response  to 
the  comments  under  'Historic  Districts"  above  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96. 
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Murals  within  the  Existing  Main  T  .ihrary 

Comment 

"Commissioner  Anne  Bloomfield  of  the  Landmarks  Advisory  Board  asked  that  I  share 
with  you  for  inclusion  with  public  comment  on  the  draft  New  Library  Environment 
Impact  Report  (90-808E) .  .  .  letters  and  petitions  which  have  been  received  by  the 
Arts  Commission  concerning  the  Piazzoni  Murals  Currently  housed  in  the  central 
stairway  of  the  Main  Librar\\"  (Debra  Lehane.  Ans  Commission)  [Note;  the  letters 
and  other  related  comments  follow.  The  petitions  are  on  file  as  part  of  the  EIR  fUe  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Sti'eet,  San  Francisco,  and  with  the 
Arts  Commission,  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco.] 

"I  am  very  much  disturbed  to  hear  that  there  have  been  proposals  to  remove  Gottardo 
Piazzoni's  beautiful  and  artistically  significant  murals  ~  about  which  I  have  been 
preparing  a  lecture  —  from  the  San  Francisco  Pubic  Library  now  that  the  Library  is 
moving  to  a  new  building,  and  the  old  is  to  be  used  to  house  a  museum  of  Asian  art. 

"Those  who  think  this  is  a  good  idea  fail  to  appreciate  that  to  remove  the  murals  would 
effectively  destroy  them  as  a  work  of  environmental  art.  We  are  now  so  habituated  to 
think  of  all  paintings  as  easily  transportable  'easel  paintings'  that  we  forget  murals  are 
'site  specific'  —  designed  for  a  chosen  location,  and  very  much  dependent  on  that 
environment  for  their  maximum  aesthetic  impact.  To  remove  murals  to  another  place 
is  to  vandalize  and  destroy  them  as  art,  unless  that  new  location  is  an  exact  duplicate 
of  the  original  —  something  that  is  \  inually  impossible  to  achieve  for  the  reasons 
implicit  in  what  follows. 

"First  off,  the  mural  as  an  art  form  is  intrinsically  different  fiom  an  easel  painting. 
The  latter  is  boimded  by  its  frame,  through  which  we  gaze  into  whatever  world  of 
imagery  and  style  the  artist  has  chosen  —  for  instance,  at  the  depicted  space  of  a 
landscape  by  Qaude  Monet,  or  at  the  implied  space  of  a  Milton  Avery.  Such  an 
object,  discrete  and  self-contained,  can  be  carried  from  a  parlor  to  a  museum  gallery 
with  practically  no  loss  to  its  intrinsic  qualities.  A  mural,  in  contrast,  is  designed  with 
its  entire  architectural  environment  as  its  frame.  Such  an  extemal.  constmcted  space 
determines  directional  orientation,  scale,  color  values,  and  most  important  of  aU,  sight 
lines. 
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"David  Alfaro  Siqueiros  once  told  me  that  you  'see  a  mural  with  your  legs.'  By  that, 
he  meant  one  moves  through  the  architectural  space  and  the  mural  becomes  a 
continuous  changing  visual  factor  in  that  space.  The  sensitive  and  skillful  muralist 
takes  these  many  dimensions  of  his  space  into  account.  When  Piazzoni  saw  the 
second  floor  walls  surrounding  the  Library's  grand  staircase,  he  realized  that  the 
murals  would  first  be  seen  obliquely  and  partially  by  those  coming  up  the  stairs. 
Because  of  the  colonnade  and  pilasters  breaking  the  wall  into  panels,  those  walking  by 
on  the  second  floor  would  see  them  obliquely  in  the  galleries  and  frontally  from  either 
up  close  or  from  across  the  stairwell.  He  realized  that  only  a  broadly  conceived  and 
formally  continuous  composition  would  properly  serve  the  space  and  accommodate 
the  various  and  rather  awkward  sight  lines  the  site  provided. 

"Further,  in  the  relatively  dim  light  and  complex  architecture,  he  wanted  the  murals  to 
seem  part  of  the  environment  rather  than  dominate  it  with  complex  images  or  strong 
colors.  In  this  he  was  clearly  influenced  by  the  tonal  color  of  the  great  French 
muralist,  Pierre  Puvis  de  Chavannes,  and  perhaps  also  by  the  American  muralist, 
Augustus  Vincent  Tack  —  especially  in  the  treatment  of  the  declivities  in  the  dunes 
(which  also  resemble  early  paintings  by  Piet  Mondriaan  of  similar  landscapes).  Thus 
his  colors  harmonize  with  the  stone  architectural  members  about  them,  creating  a 
subtle  harmony,  while  his  forms  are  simple  to  the  point  of  abstraction. 

"Piazzoni's  subject  is  also  integrated  into  its  situational  environment,  understood  not 
only  as  the  interior  space  they  decorate  but  the  landscape  beyond  its  walls,  by  an 
equally  subtle  use  of  directional  symbolism.  The  visitor  enters  the  library  from  the 
West,  climbing  away  from  the  place  where  the  sun  dies  each  day  in  the  ocean  toward 
the  reference  room  to  the  East  of  tlie  staircase.  To  the  North  is  a  depiction  of  the  bay 
that  is  very  much  to  the  North  of  the  library;  to  the  South  are  the  dunes  that  are  indeed 
to  the  South.  The  chief  visual  point,  of  course,  is  the  relation  of  the  main  walls  to  the 
outside  world;  a  subsidiary  point  is  the  relation  of  the  figures  in  the  murals  to  the  path 
of  the  sun  from  East  to  West.  The  traditional  symbolism  of  the  directions  always  sees 
the  West  as  a  place  of  opposites:  here  this  is  siinply  achieved  by  having  a  woman  look 
out  over  the  sea  at  the  West  end  of  the  North  wall  while  directly  opposite,  at  the  West 
end  of  the  South  wall,  a  man  on  a  horse  rides  along  the  dunes.  Both  face  East,  the 
source  of  new  light. 
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"Given  these  simple  —  but  emphatically  site  specific  —  formal,  stylistic  and  symbolic 
factors,  it  is  obvious  that  to  remove  these  murals  from  the  place  for  which  they  were 
conceived  by  Piazzoni  would  be  to  destroy  their  artistic  integrity  forever. 

"Consider,  for  contiguous  instance,  the  sad  fate  of  the  two  murals  by  Frank  Vincent  Du 
Mond  for  the  Panama-Pacific  Intemational  Exposition  of  1915,  that  have  hung  since 
shortly  after  the  fair's  closing  in  the  Library's  second  floor  reading  rooms.  Conceived 
for  the  Exposition's  Arch  of  the  Setting  Sun  to  the  West  of  the  great  Court  of  the 
Universe,  they  originally  depicted  pioneers  marching  from  East  to  West;  leaving  cold 
New  England  on  the  North  wall  of  the  arch  and  arriving  in  the  sunny  land  of  California 
on  its  South.  Removed  to  the  Library,  they  have  ever  since  marched  separately  on 
toward  nothing  in  particular  (while  tripping  over  a  couple  of  door  tops  to  boot!). 
Although  'preserved,'  can  they  be  said  to  have  retained  anything  of  their  original 
environmental  integrity  —  when  the  pioneers  now  proceed  from  South  to  North  and 
arrive  in  California  from  West  to  East?  The  sad  fact  is  that  these  two  fine  murals  are 
now  nothing  more  than  easel  paintings. 

"Similarly,  Sir  Frank  Brangwyn's  eight  great  murals,  on  the  theme  of  the  Four 
Elements,  for  the  same  PPIE,  now  installed  in  the  auditorium  of  the  War  Memorial, 
are  there  tom  from  their  original  context  in  the  Exposition's  Court  of  Ages,  where  they 
were  carefully  related  to  the  four  pavilions  they  abutted.  The  murals  now  serve  a 
usefully  decorative  purpose,  but  their  original  meaning  as  environmental  art  ~  Fire,  for 
instance,  next  to  the  building  devoted  to  mining;  Earth  next  to  Transportation  ~  is,  in 
their  present  location,  forever  lost.  (The  same  may  weU  have  to  be  said  of  the  other 
PPIE  murals  soon  to  be  resurrected  from  their  packing  cases  after  nearly  70  years  ~  if 
they  are  not  placed  with  more  sensitivity  to  their  original  meaning!) 

"Since  the  Public  Library  is  hardly  a  disposable  world's  fair  pavilion,  there  is  no  need 
whatsoever  to  remove  the  Piazzoni's  from  their  present  walls.  Surely  the  technical 
dangers  of  doing  so.  not  to  mention  the  cost,  ought  to  caution  against  so  radical  and 
unnecess£iry  a  procedure  —  if  those  proposing  this  course  of  destruction  cannot  be 
convinced  on  the  grounds  of  aesthetic  integrity. 
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"Finally,  I  find  it  highly  ironic  that  it  is  being  proposed  to  remove  these  particular 
murals  to  make  way  for  a  museum  of  Asian  art.  Granted,  if  these  walls  had  been  done 
by  a  Du  Mond  or  a  Brangwyn,  with  their  typically  bright  colors  and  allegorical 
subjects,  their  appropriateness  to  the  building's  new  function  might  reasonably  be 
called  into  question.  But  surely:  murals  of  such  exquisite  purity  and  formal  simplicity, 
without  either  aggressive  subject  or  color;  murals  of  transcendent  stylistic  tact  and 
subtlety;  murals  that  look  upon  us  with  so  calm  and  harmonious  a  gaze,  can  hardly 
impinge  upon  a  museum  of  Asian  art! 

"Indeed,  they  might  well  augment  it  in  ways  now  unforeseeable.  Surely  the 
surrounding  spaces  could  be  devoted  to  carefully  scaled  displays  of  bronzes,  terra 
cottas  and  jades  which  would  harmonize  with  the  murals  and  renew  their  function? 
What  is  needed  here,  perhaps,  is  a  certain  expenditure  of  imagination  —  and  respect  for 
art  as  art!  The  bottom  line  —  to  repeat  —  is  to  vandalize  one  of  the  most  impressive 
mural  environments  in  San  Francisco.  There  is  absolutely  no  justification  for  this. 
Indeed,  the  only  thing  that  could  possibly  permit  so  radical  and  destructive  a  course  of 
action  would  be  the  demolition  of  the  old  Public  Library  itself. 

"Since  the  building  is  to  stand,  so  must  the  murals.  Any  other  course  of  action  would 
be  an  irresponsible  and  unnecessary  loss  to  the  history  of  the  American  mural  —  and 
the  honor  of  San  Francisco. 

"It  is  my  intention  to  present  a  lecture  here  in  New  York  on  these  murals  at  the  third 
conference  devoted  to  'The  Italian  Presence  in  American  Art,'  which  will  be  devoted 
to  the  work  of  ethnic  Italian- Americans  during  the  period  1920  to  1990.  This  is 
sponsored  by  the  Instituto  della  Enciclopedia  Italiana  and  Fordham  University,  and 
will  take  place  in  the  fall  of  1991.  I  have  addressed  it  before,  and  it  is  attended  by 
virtually  all  leading  experts  in  American  art.  I  hope  to  be  able  to  say,  at  that  time,  that 
Gottardo  Piazzoni's  murals  in  the  Public  Library  are  no  longer  threatened  by 
ill-advised  proposals  for  their  removal."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Francis  V. 
O'Connor,  Ph.D.) 
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Response 

This  set  of  comments  was  received  in  a  letter  to  the  Arts  Commission  of  San 
Francisco  and  submitted  by  that  Commission's  staff  as  comments  on  the  Draft 
EIR.  Accompanying  the  letter  were  petitions  with  about  80  signatures  opposing 
the  proposed  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  existing  main  library 
building.  As  noted,  the  petitions  are  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  at  the  Arts  Commission, 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco. 

The  commenter  is  expressing  an  opinion  about  the  proposed  removal  of  the 
murals,  not  making  a  comment  on  the  content  of  the  EIR,  requiring  a  response. 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
removing  the  murals  from  the  existing  Main  Library  in  the  context  of  the  liistoric 
districts.  As  discussed  there,  removing  the  Piazzoni  murals  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  a  contributory  building  in  a  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  The  EIR  includes  a  new  set  of  mitigation  measures  that  would,  if 
adopted,  avoid  this  impact  (see  pp.  C&R.161  -  163). 

Comment 

"This  letter  regards  the  question  of  the  future  location  of  the  murals  by  Gottardo 
Piazzoni  in  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library. 

"Speaking  for  myself,  my  family  (Mr.  Piazzoni  was  my  maternal  grandfather),  friends, 
scholars  and  admirers,  as  well  as  director  of  the  newly  formed  Piazzoni  Foundation, 
the  first  choice  as  to  disposition  of  these  great  and  unique  panels,  is  that  they  remain 
where  they  are. 

"As  far  as  I  know,  these  are  the  only  pure  landscape  murals  in  the  western  world. 
Critics  have  judged  them  to  be  in  perfect  harmony  with  the  location  for  which  they 
were  specifically  created.  It  is  generally  agreed  among  those  who  know,  that  Piazzoni 
is  America's  'greatest  lost  artist'.  At  the  time  the  murals  were  done,  the  director  of  the 
Califomia  School  of  Fine  Art,  Spencer  Macky,  had  this  to  say  about  them,  'In  these 
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murals,  Piazzoni  emerges  calm  and  powerful,  and  I  believe  utterly  triumphant.  .  .  . 
This  art.  emerging  from  the  very  heart  of  California  itself,  entirely  free  and 
independent  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  is  a  tangible  demonstration  of  the  real  art  of 
California.' 

"It's  interesting  to  note,  that  while  Piazzoni  had  completely  distilled  his  influences  by 
the  time  he  began  these  murals,  they  are  clearly  influenced  by  the  art  of  the  orient. 
Many  feel  that  an  Asian  museum  would  be  enhanced  by  these  works. 

"In  the  event  that  it  is  decided  to  remove  the  murals,  I'd  like  to  say  something  about 
the  Piazzoni  Foundation  and  its  ultimate  goals.  The  foundation  was  conceived  as  a 
way  of  converting  Piazzoni 's  status  of  greatest  lost  artist  to  one  of  the  greatest  known 
artists.  The  foundation  wUl  own,  protect  and  exhibit  hundreds  of  paintings,  etchings 
and  drawings,  as  well  as  all  the  correspondence  and  memorabilia. 

"To  do  this,  the  tax  exempt  foundation  will  raise  sufficient  funds  to  buOd  its  own  very 
substantial  museum.  The  site  of  this  museum  has  yet  to  be  chosen,  but  the  two 
locations  under  consideration  are  San  Francisco  and  Marin  County. 

"Should  the  City  of  San  Francisco  decide  to  remove  the  murals  from  the  library,  the 
next  best  home  for  them  would  be  the  Piazzoni  Museum.  Several  well  known 
architects  have  expressed  an  interest  in  designing  the  museum,  and  were  it  to  house  the 
murals,  a  special  great  haU  would  be  incorporated  into  the  design  so  that  the  paintings 
could  be  viewed  in  a  setting  nearly  as  spacious  as  their  present  one."  (Russell 
Chatham,  Piazzoni  Foundation) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted. 
Comment 

"Some  forty  years  ago  I  returned  from  two  and  a  half  years  in  Europe  on  a  traveling 
fellowship  in  Art  from  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley.  When  I  came  back  I 
saw  the  bay  area  in  an  entirely  new  way.  I  wanted  to  commit  myself  to  a  deeper 
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understanding  of  the  environment  and  the  images  of  nature,  which  had  taken  on  a  new 
importance  to  me  as  a  painter.  It  was  in  that  context  that  I  discovered  the  art  of 
Gottardo  Piazzoni  in  the  buildings  at  U.C.  Berkeley  and  in  the  murals  around  the  great 
staircase  of  the  Main  Library.  These  murals  have  never  lost  their  meaning  for  me  as  a 
painter.  Without  question  they  are  the  most  important  murals  in  San  Francisco.  I  take 
out  of  town  visitors  from  the  East  Coast  and  Europe  to  see  them,  and  they  have  always 
responded  with  excitement. 

"Now  I  leam  that  there  is  a  plan  to  remove  these  murals  from  their  walls  when  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  occupies  the  library.  It  is  shocking  to  think  that  this  great 
ensemble  of  painting  and  architecture  will  be  lost  forever.  They  are  of  great  artistic 
importance  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  and  must  be  allowed  to  stay  in  place.  In  their 
own  way  the  murals  make  reference  to  an  oriental  sensibility  with  their  sense  of 
contemplation  and  respect  for  nature  wliich  is  in  keeping  with  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 
They  are  one  of  the  treasures  of  this  city  and  need  to  be  protected,  so  that  future 
generations  can  leam  to  share  in  the  poetry  of  one  of  the  most  important  artists  of  the 
West  Coast."  (Fred  Reichman) 

"Please,  also,  preserve  the  beautifiil  murals  and  other  art  objects  of  the  old  library  , 
either  in  the  old  or  new  buHding."  (Frederick  L.  Miller). 

"The  landscape  murals  in  the  central  space  of  the  Public  Library  building,  painted  by 
Gottardo  Piazzoni  (1872-1945),  should  remain  in  place,  deserving  of  national 
recognition  as  one  of  the  San  Francisco's  most  significant  works  of  art. 

"The  plan  of  the  central  stairway  and  flanking  balconies  represents  a  unity  of  form  and 
design,  a  perfect  balance  between  art  and  architecture.  I  am  Piazzoni 's  grandson,  a 
native  of  the  city,  long  involved  in  the  arts.  Objectively  speaking,  I  feel  that  San 
Francisco  may  take  a  major  step  toward  reestablishing  its  former  reputation  as  'the 
city  that  knows  how'  by  protecting  these  magnificent  paintings. 

"Revived  interest  in  Piazzoni  by  museum  curators,  critics,  collectors,  and  art  historians 
confirm  his  place  as  a  great  American  artist.  All  bay  area  museums  own  Piazzonis; 
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U.C.  Berkeley  houses  a  permanent  display  of  eight  large,  major  Piazzonis  in  Hertz 
Hall.  Nancy  Boas,  writing  in  the  S.  F.  Chronicle  (2/5/90),  proposes  that  Piazzoni 
'deserves  a  national  reputation.' 

(his)  serene  landscape  with  their  simplified  forms  are  significant  examples  of 
early-20th  century  symbolist  and  tonalist  painting  .  .  .  Piazzoni's  murals  in  the 
S.  F.  Public  Library  are  some  of  the  most  interesting  American  public  decorative 
cycles  of  the  1930's  still  on  display.  Yet,  Piazzoni  remains  a  local,  not  a  national 
figure. 

"The  Commission  should  validate  this  major  work  of  art  and  architecture.  Whatever  is 
housed  in  this  building  in  the  future  could  only  be  enhanced  by  these  surroundings,  a 
link  between  past  and  present  and  among  varied  cultural  currents.  An  Asian  museum 
would  be  appropriately  enhanced  by  these  timeless  (partly  orientally-influenced) 
designs. 

"I  urge  you  to  protect  this  priceless  heritage."  (Thomas  Wood) 

"I  am  told  that  you  have  under  consideration,  the  disposition  of  the  San  Francisco 
Main  Library.  Does  this  mean  that  it  may  be  torn  dovm  or  put  to  another  not 
compatible  use.  Whatever  is  the  case  I  implore  you  to  arrange  for  the  preservation  of 
the  Gottardo  Piazzoni  fresco  murals.  These  marvelous  works  of  art  are  a  part  of  San 
Francisco's  heritage. 

'Piazzoni,  as  I  presume  you  are  aware,  was  one  of  the  great  American  artists  of  the 
first  half  of  the  20th  century.  San  Francisco  was  honored  indeed  to  have  him  create 
these  beautiful  murals  for  posterity.  They  are  a  superb  expression  of  the  superior 
artistic  consciousness  of  our  city  and  must  be  preserved  for  the  enjoyment  and  benefit 
of  future  generations."  (Ben  C.  Deane) 

"I  have  just  heard  this  minute  that  you  are  considering  your  Environmental  Impact 
Report  this  coming  Monday,  December  23.  As  it  deals  with  the  future  of  the  Library 
and  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  I  am  keenly  interested  in  the  fate  of  the  Gottardo  Piazzoni 
murals. 


C&R.105 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"My  parents  were  Ansley  and  Helen  Salze  who  were  the  originators  of  the  plan  for 
Piazzoni  to  paint  his  beautiful  murals  in  the  space  surrounding  the  Great  Hall  and 
Grand  Staircase  in  the  current  library.  They  were  also  the  principal  donors,  as  well  as 
fund  raisers  for  this  project. 

"I  have  heard  that  the  Library  Commission  is  against  placing  the  murals  in  the  new 
library.  But,  more  importantly,  I  understand  the  EIR  due  to  come  before  you  assumes 
the  murals  will  be  removed. 

"As  the  murals  were  commissioned  for  the  library  space  they  now  occupy,  it  would  be 
dreadful  to  consider  moving  them  at  all.  It  would  risk  the  destruction  of  a  great  piece 
of  art.  Also,  we  have  in  these  murals,  the  elegant  spirit  of  simplicity  so  Asian  in 
feeling. 

"Under  the  circumstances  what  indeed  could  be  more  appropriate  than  these  paintings 
of  California  by  a  distinguished  San  Francisco  artist.  They  have  been  painted  in  this 
host  city  at  one  edge  of  the  Pacific  Rim.  And  now  fifty  years  later  they  are  still 
hanging,  ready  to  help  house  the  distinguished  works  of  art  coming  to  use  form  the 
opposite  edges  of  the  Pacific  Rim  in  the  Orient. 

"I  certainly  hope  you  will  vote  to  conserve  the  murals  in  the  New  Asian  Art  Museum 
and  let  them  remain  on  view  just  where  they  hang  now  as  one  of  the  great  legacies  to 
San  Francisco."  (Anne  S.  Perlman) 

"As  the  daughter  of  Gottardo  F.  P.  Piazzoni,  I  am  particularly  interested  in  the  fate  of 
my  father's  murals  which  adom  the  walls  of  the  Grand  Staircase  Hallway  Corridors  in 
the  Main  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library. 

"These  murals  were  painted  specifically  for  the  spaces  they  now  occupy.  The  murals 
depict  California,  ten  of  which  depict  the  coast  and  the  hiUs  ~  i.e.,  the  sea  and  the 
land.  Four  murals  depict;  the  Mountains,  the  Forest,  Night  and  Dawn.  My  father  died 
before  completing  the  last  two  murals  for  the  west  end  of  the  Staircase  Hallway. 
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"The  great  simplicity  of  the  murals  could  be  the  influence  of  Asian  Art.  Tliese  muraJs 
are  great  art,  in  the  truest  sense  of  the  word.  These  murals  reflect  no  special  time  — 
they  are  timeless,  and  yet  they  are  of  all  time.  These  murals  reflect  no  nationality, 
they  are  universal. 

"Since  these  murals  were  completed  specifically  for  the  Library  Building,  to  move 
them  for  any  reason  would  not  only  be  extremely  costly,  but  could  be  damaging  to  the 
mural  paintings.  These  murals  should  stay  where  they  are. 

"When  Elie  Faure,  the  famous  French  art  historian,  author  and  art  critic,  visited  San 
Francisco  and  saw  the  Library  Murals,  he  remarked,  'very  pure,  very  simple,  a 
magnificent  work.'  (Mireille  Piazzoni  Wood) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  commenters'  opinions  against  the  proposed 
removal  of  the  murals  are  not  a  comment  directed  to  the  content  of  the  EIR,  and 
thus  require  no  response.  As  part  of  these  Comments  and  Responses,  they  will  be 
forwarded  to  the  decision  makers  for  their  consideration. 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
removing  the  murals  from  the  existing  Main  Library  in  the  context  of  the  historic 
districts.  As  discussed  there,  removing  the  Piazzoni  murals  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  a  contributory  building  in  a  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  The  EIR  includes  a  new  set  of  mitigation  measures  that  would,  if 
adopted,  avoid  this  impact  (see  pp.  C&R.161  -  163). 

100  UikiQ^GeS 

Comment 

"Also,  more  attention  should  be  given  to  the  building  proposed  for  demolition  at 
100  Larkin  Street,  in  view  of  its  historic  and  architectural  importance."  (Michael  M. 
Levin) 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Page  83,  third  paragraph: 

"This  dismissal  of  the  100  Larkin  Building  is  totally  inadequate.  This  building  is  an 
important  record  of  the  use  of  the  Civic  Center  during  the  Second  World  War.  There 
should  be  some  discussion  of  why  this  building  was  not  deemed  worthy  of  some  effort 
to  ensure  its  preservation.  To  give  it  such  short  shrift  is  dismaying. 

"[Suggested  Mitigation  Measure,  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources]  A 
good  example  of  Art  Deco  architecture,  the  building  could  be  moved  to  another  City 
site,  such  as  McLaren  Park,  to  serve  as  a  Recreation  Center.  It  would  not  be  necessary 
to  move  the  building's  addition."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  EIR  does  not  dismiss  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  and  is  not  inadequate. 
The  EIR  describes  the  buUding  and  includes  photos  of  it  (Figures  13  and  22, 
pp.  60  and  94),  describes  its  ratings  for  architectural  merit,  and  describes  its 
proposed  demolition  as  part  of  the  project.  The  architectural  style  of  the 
100  Larkin  Street  building  is  described  in  the  second  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  62. 
The  architectural  ratings  given  the  building  in  the  1976  DCP  inventory  and  by 
Heritage  are  included  there.  The  100  Larkin  Street  building  is  not  identified  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Register  Historic  District  and  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District  designations,  and  is  also  designated  non-contributory  under  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  (as  stated  in  the  second  paragraph  on  EIR 
p.  62).  The  EIR  authors  concluded  that  its  demolition,  or  removal  from  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  existing  and  proposed  Historic  Districts,  would  not  be 
considered  a  significant  adverse  effect  of  the  proposed  project  under  CEQA. 
Mitigation  measures  thus  are  not  applicable,  although  documentation  of  the 
building  per  HABS  standards  (see  p.  C&R.94)  could  be  included  in  the  project  by 
the  sponsor  or  the  decision  makers. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  two,  p.  62  of  the  DEIR,  is  replaced  with  the 
following  to  include  designations  under  the  two  National  Historic  Districts: 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  building  is  not  identified  in  the  district  nomination  forms  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Register  Historic  District  or  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District.  It  is  identified  as  Non-contributory  in  the 
proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  was  rated  "2"  in  the  1976 
DCP  inventory,  and  received  a  "B"  rating  from  Heritage. 

Regarding  the  use  of  the  100  Larkin  Street  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  suggested  by  the  commenter,  that  department  considered  moving  the 
structure  to  McLaren  Park  for  use  as  a  visitor  center.  The  move  was  rejected 
because  of  costs  to  move  and  renovate  the  building,  compared  to  constructing  a 
new  building,  and  because  security  concems  (e.g.,  installation  of  metal  grates 
over  windows,  "graffiti-proofing")  and  location  atop  a  hill  (as  a  visitor  center) 
could  be  seen  to  diminish  the  building's  architectural  value./9/  According  to  the 
project  sponsor,  no  other  City  agency  or  individual  has  expressed  interest  in 
relocating  the  building./lO/ 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
demolishing  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  in  the  context  of  the  historic  districts. 
As  noted  there,  demolition  of  the  building  would  not  have  a  significant 
envirionmental  impact. 

Pioneer  Monument 

Comment 

"p.  83.  Last  paragraph.  Discussion  oi'  the  alternate  sites  would  be  greatly  simplified  if 
a  reference  were  made  to  Fig.  37  page  194  where  they  are  clearly  pinpointed.  The 
entire  paragraph  could  be  re-written  and  the  last  sentence  expanded  upon  to  recognize 
the  area's  history  which  is  sadly  neglected."  (Commenter 's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

Figure  37  is  referenced  on  EIR  p.  84  in  the  fourth  full  paragraph.  In  response  to 
the  commenter,  additional  site  history  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
Environmental  Setting  Section  (see  pp.  C&R.46  -  62). 
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The  following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  first  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on 
DEIR  p.  83  [p.  83b  of  this  Final  EIR]: 

(See  Figure  37,  p.  194) 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
relocating  the  monument  in  the  context  of  the  historic  districts,  and  see  other 
Comments  and  Responses  concerning  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  this  document, 
under  Altematives  B.l  and  B.2,  pp.  C&R.175  -  216. 

Cpltuial  Resources 

Comment 

"Page  67,  regarding  the  New  Main  Library,  delete  the  last  sentence  and  substitute  new 
paragraph: 

"Portions  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall  would  probably  be  encountered  during  excavation 
for  the  New  Main  Library  building.  The  massive  foundations  probably  still  exist,  as  it 
may  have  been  cheaper  to  fill  them  in  than  to  remove  them.  Other  portions  of  the 
building  fabric  may  also  exist,  as  well  as  smaller  artifacts.  Information  which  could  be 
gleaned  from  these  remains  would  include  studies  of  the  building's  occupants  and 
habits,  uses  and  construction  history  (it  began  ambitiously  under  architect  Augustus 
Laver,  and  was  continued  for  nearly  30  years  under  a  variety  of  directors,  with  various 
levels  of  honesty  and  dishonesty)."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  possibility  of  encountering  artifacts  from  the  Old  City  Hall  is  mentioned  on 
EIR  p.  67  as  noted  by  the  commenter  and  discussed  in  greater  detail  under 
Environmental  Impacts,  on  DEIR  p.  86,  first  full  paragraph.  A  new  fourth 
sentence  is  added  there  as  follows: 

Such  artifacts  could  yield  information  about  building  occupants,  users  and 
constmction  history. 
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Comment 

"Page  67.  bottom  of  page:  Better  put  in  something  about  need  to  consult  Native 
American  groups  if  any  Indian  bodies,  or  artifacts  are  found.  Was  necessary  in  Yerba 
Buena  Center,  I  think. 

"Page  85,  Paragraph  2:  Need  to  say  what  Native  American  groups  will  be  notified  if 
anything  is  found."  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  commenter  refers  to  Califomia  law  which  requires  that,  when  human  remains 
are  discovered  on  an  excavation  site,  the  county  coroner  must  be  notified.  If  the 
coroner  determines  that  the  remains  are  those  of  (a)  Native  American(s),  the 
coroner  must  notify  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission,  which,  in  tum, 
notifies  the  nearest  descendants  of  the  person(s)  whose  remains  were  located. 
These  steps  are  legally  required,  and,  therefore,  are  not  mitigation  measures  under 
CEQA. 

NOTES  -  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources 

/I/    Look,  David  W.,  Chief.  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of  National  Register 
Programs,  National  Park  Service,  letter,  January  28,  1992. 

Ill    National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  December  1974,  and  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center  National  Historic  Landmark  DisU-ict, 
November  1984. 

/3/    Teichman.  Judith,  Project  Manager.  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  letters,  January  30  and 
February  11.  1992. 

/4/    Marks.  Linda  Sheifler.  conservator,  Asian  Art  Museum,  memorandum  to  Judith 
Teichman,  Project  Manager.  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  January  23,  1991. 

/5/    Lchane.  Debra.  Arts  Collection  Manager.  Arts  Commission,  telephone  conversation, 
January  17,  1992. 

/6/    Alfaro.  Jorge,  project  manager  for  the  Earthquake  Safety  Program,  Department  of  Public 
Works,  telephone  conversation.  January  15,  1992. 

PI    Niewiarowski.  Richard.  Principal.  Rutherford  and  Chekene,  Structural  Engineers, 
telephone  conversation.  J luiuary  15.  1992. 
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/8/    Craigo,  Steade  R.,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  letter,  January  31,  1992, 

191    Learner,  Deborah,  Planner,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  January  24,  1992;  and  Memorandum,  Sharmon  Maloney,  Project  Manager, 
Project  Management  Division,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works,  to  Deborah  Learner,  March  9,  1990. 

/lO/  Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
interview,  January  31,  1992. 

URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 

Comment 

"p.  70,  3rd  and  4th  paragraphs  and  1st  and  2nd  paragraphs  on  p.  7L  I  have  difficulty 
getting  the  thrust  of  these  paragraphs,  particularly  the  3rd  one  on  p.  70.  Reading  and 
re-reading  it,  I  come  away  not  only  confused  by  what  is  printed  but  also  with  what 
constitutes  a  view.  It  tends  to  promulgate  the  idea  that  because  a  building  is  situated 
with  reference  to  a  particular  site,  it  adversely  interferes  (I  know  of  no  better  words  to 
use)  with  the  long-range  view  from  the  site.  Of  course,  this  is  true  because  these  Civic 
Center  buildings  are  intended  to  be  an  end  in  themselves  ~  to  constitute  the  view. 
Never  mind  that  the  building  itself  is  far  more  important  to  the  urban  experience  than 
what  might  be  visible  were  the  building  not  there!  Now  if  one  were  talking  about  trees 
planted  in  James  J.  Rolph,  Jr.,  Plaza  interfering  with  views  of  the  buildings,  that  would 
be  another  matter  entirely."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  intent  of  the  Environmental  Setting,  Urban  Design  discussion  in  the  EIR, 
referenced  by  the  commenter,  is  to  describe  the  setting:  specifically,  what  can  be 
seen  from  the  site,  and  from  where  can  the  site  be  seen.  The  material  is 
descriptive;  no  value  judgment  is  made  or  intended. 

Comment 

"OMISSION:  In  describing  the  site  the  draft  E.I.R.  omitted  an  analysis  of  the  primacy 
of  Market  Street.  Market  Street  is  the  most  important  street  in  San  Francisco.  This 


C&R.112 
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wide  meeting  place  of  the  city's  two  major  street  grids  creates  a  strong  image.  The 
Embarcadero  freeway's  blocking  of  a  view  of  the  Ferry  Building  from  Market  Street 
was  an  important  planning  issue  for  35  years.  Commercial  development  in  the  last 
30  years  has  made  it  even  more  the  city's  central  spine.  Important  secondary  streets 
originate  at  Market.  When  civic  sculpture  was  to  be  located.  Market  was  the 
triumphal  way  along  which  it  was  set.  On  the  north  side  of  Market  Street  the  clash  of 
the  two  grids  created  important  sites  exploited  by  prestige  buildings.  Market  was  the 
site  of  the  first  post-war  high-rise,  a  link  to  Market  was  considered  essential  for  the 
Yerba  Buena  Development.  Market  Street  was  chosen  as  the  natural  focus  for  BART 
and  a  bond  issue  was  passed  to  assure  its  rehabilitation.  Currently  the  Art 
Commission  has  a  number  of  projects  under  consideration  to  improve  Market  Street, 
among  them  are  a  possible  mural  to  improve  the  blank  'back'  of  the  Civic  Auditorium 
and  redesign  of  the  freeway  overpass  several  blocks  further  west."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  MiUer,  SFT) 


Response 


The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  following  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR 
p.  70: 

The  differendy-oriented  South  and  North  of  Market  street  grids  meet  at 
Market  Street.  Civic  Center  views  are  available  along  Market  Street  in  the 
project  vicinity.  These  include  views  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  City 
HaU  from  the  Market,  Hyde,  Grove  and  Eighth  Streets  intersection. 

The  EIR  describes  the  project  site's  visual  relationship  to  Market  Street, 
particularly  along  the  Fulton  Street  right-of-way  (United  Nations  Plaza,  proposed 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  and  Civic  Center  Plaza)  on  pp.  68,  70  and  71  in 
Environmental  Setting.  On  p.  100  (and  in  Figures  24  and  25,  pp.  96  and  97), 
under  Environmental  Impacts,  the  EIR  notes  that  the  proposed  New  Main  Library 
would  block  views  of  City  Hall  from  Hyde,  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  and  would 
emphasize  the  visual  corridor  from  Market  Street  to  City  Hall  along  the  Fulton 
Street  right-of-way  (Figure  21,  p.  93). 

The  EIR  discusses  views  from  Market  Street  on  EIR  p.  100.  Please  also  see  the 
response  on  p.  C&R.  126. 
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Comment 

"On  page  87  of  the  Draft  EIR,  the  section  called  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 
does  not  even  mention  the  compelling  presence  of  the  sculptural  group  known  as  the 
Pioneer  Monument.  It  is  the  physical  feature  at  the  comer  of  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets. 
Facing  south  across  the  intersection  and  across  Market  Street,  this  large  and  powerful 
bronze  and  marble  sculpture  serves  as  a  visual  focus.  Despite  its  present  neglected 
condition  and  misuse  and  its  lack  of  a  handsome  framing  facade  to  complement  it,  this 
monument  functions  symbolically  to  welcome  visually  the  pedestrian  approaching  the 
Civic  Center  from  the  south. 

"Although  the  removal  of  the  Monument  is  addressed  on  page  83  in  the  Architectural 
and  Historical  Resources  section,  the  loss  should  also  be  considered  a  visual  impact, 
so  that  you  can  make  a  finding  of  significance  and  a  iggniremgit  to  mitigatp  that 
significant  impact  in  a  visnal  way."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

"It  is  part  of  our  thesis  that  that  monument  facing  south,  as  it  does,  across  Market 
Street  really  invites  people  into  the  Civic  Center  from  the  South  of  Market.  When  you 
think  of  the  South  of  Market  as  our  next  area  where  growth  is  going  to  occur, 
refurbishment  of  an  area  that  has  been  downgraded  for  so  long,  if  this  monument  were 
facing  across  Market  ~  and  we're  indicating  an  entry  to  the  Civic  Center  instead  of 
being  removed  and  put  somewhere  else  ~  that  would  be  much  appreciated."  (Mary 
Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

"The  Hyde/Grove  facades  wiU  always  need  a  visual  focus,  because  from  Market 
Street,  the  view  of  the  Civic  Center  will  be  blocked  by  the  New  Main  Library. 
Pedestrians  and  transit  users  will  need  orientation.  If  the  hoped-for  Market  Street 
renaissance  and  the  spur  to  redevelopment  south  of  Market  is  ever  to  occur,  it  will 
need  a  strong  spur  from  across  the  street.  A  stronger  Hyde/Grove  comer  defined  by 
another  kind  of  focus,  perhaps  an  obelisk,  an  archway,  a  gateway,  or  sculpture  wUl 
have  to  be  found.  What  an  irony  it  would  be  to  have  the  Arts  Commission  grant 
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millions  of  dollars  to  have  an  appropriate  sculptural  object  commissioned  for  that 
comer,  if  the  New  Main  as  currently  proposed  were  constructed  and  found  as  raw, 
barren  and  unwelcoming  as  we  find  its  design  to  be  now!"  (Ira  Kurlander  Mary  Ann 
Miller.  SFT) 

Response 

Relocation  of  the  monument  would  change  the  view  of  the  Eighth,  Market,  and 
Hyde  Streets  gore  comer,  both  from  within  and  outside  the  Civic  Center,  as  well 
as  views  at  the  relocation  site.  The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  after  the 
third  fuU  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  100  [FEIR  p.  100a]: 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  from  its  current  site  to  another  site 
within  Civic  Center  would  alter  public  views  of  Civic  Center  from  the 
vicinity  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  (see  Figures  24  and  25,  pp.  96  -  97), 
and  remove  the  monument  from  its  current  prominent  position  in  views  of 
the  Civic  Center  from  Market  and  Eighth  Streets.  Relocation  of  the 
monument  would  also  alter  public  views  from  within  the  Civic  Center,  both 
of  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  without  the  monument  (see 
Figures  26  and  27,  pp.  98  -  99)  and  of  the  new  site  of  the  Monument. 

The  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  the  project's  impact  on  Urban  Design  would 
not  be  significant,  and  therefore  no  mitigation  would  be  required.  (Please  see  also 
the  related  response  on  pp.  C&R.  116-1 17.)  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  186,  the 
findings  of  significant  impact  are  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  as  part  of  certification  of  the  EIR. 

Comment 

"Page  87,  Urban  Design  and  Quality  The  urban  design  and  visual  quality  of  the 
proposed  new  structure  is  a  failure  on  the  Hyde  and  [Grove]  intersection.  This 
ceremonial  entry  from  Market  Street  does  not  meet  the  street  nor  does  it  provide  any 
hint  that  the  building  is  meant  to  have  a  public  use.  This  elevation  intersection  needs 
to  be  redesigned.  Merely  adding  windows  or  vitrines  for  display  will  not  alleviate  the 
failure  of  the  design."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 
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"Regarding  the  structure  of  the  DEIR,  it  is  very  important  that  the  inadequate  and 
flawed  design  of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades  be  addressed  as  an  impact  in  the 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality  section  of  the  Draft.  If  discussion  of  the  inadequacy 
of  the  design  is  not  made  in  this  section,  it  would  be  difficult  technically  to  make  a 
finding  of  significant  impact  on  the  urban  design  and  visual  quality  of  the  historic 
districts  and  of  the  building  itself. 

"It  is  our  inescapable  conclusion  that  there  would  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  Civic 
Center  as  an  historic  district  and  as  the  City's  chief  urban  visual  amenity  from  both: 

"a.     the  poor  Visual  Quality  of  the  Proposed  Project  with  its  deficient  facade 
design;  and 

"b.     the  loss  of  Visual  Quality  from  the  removal  of  the  Monument  as  it  faces 
across  Market  Street  in  its  historic  location. 

"This  would  be  a  two-fold  significant  impact,  resulting  from  the  same  action:  not 
incorporating  the  Monument  into  the  design  of  the  new  building.  We  believe  the  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  alternative  is  the  only  design  proposed  so  far  that  would  properly 
mitigate  these  significant  impacts,  by  retaining  the  Monument  and  create  a  handsome 
visual  frame.  If  there  were  a  compelling  and  handsome  building  design  to  replace  the 
monument  and  its  visual  function  to  orient,  guide  and  direct  the  eye,  it  might  be  said 
the  impact  of  removal  could  be  mitigated. 

"A  significant  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality  Impact  (as  described  below)  could  be 
mitigated  only  by  a  major  change  in  the  design  which  would  be  a  mitigation  of  the 
urban  design  anH  visoal  impacts  themselves."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira 
Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  EIR  authors  have  not  concluded  that  the  project's  impact  on  Urban  Design 
would  be  significant;  thus  no  mitigation  would  be  required.  As  noted  on 
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EIR  p.  186,  the  findings  of  significant  impacts  are  subject  to  final  determination 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR. 
That  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  City 
Planning  Commission's  findings. 


Chapter  FV,  Environmental  Impacts,  B.  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality,  pp.  87  - 
KM  .  compares  the  scale,  age  and  style  of  nearby  development  to  major  design 
components  of  the  proposed  project.  The  following  new  paragraph  is  added 
following  the  first  full  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  100: 

The  design  of  the  Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades,  as  proposed,  would 
differ  from  existing  major  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  core.  These 
two  facades  would  not  include  a  rusticated  base,  or  a  series  of  columns  or 
pilasters  and  windows,  and  certain  exterior  wall  planes  would  be  offset 
from  the  perpendicular.  These  two  facades  would  be  contemporary  in  style 
compared  to  the  Beaux  Arts  style  of  the  adjacent  existing  library  building 
(proposed  Asian  Art  Museum),  and  other  older  buildings  in  the  Civic 
Center.  The  two  facades  would  relate  to  newer  buOdings  such  as  the  State 
Compensation  Insurance  Fund  Building  at  Ninth  and  Market  Streets  and 
buildings  at  1 155  and  1 170  Market  Street,  and  would  contrast  with  nearby 
older  development  on  Market  Street,  such  as  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  the 
Ramada  Inn  (former  San  Franciscan  Hotel). 


Policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  and  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  applicable  to 
the  project  are  included  on  EIR  p.  43  -  44,  and  photomontages  illustrating  views 
of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  within  the  existing  context  of  development  in 
the  area,  with  before  and  after  photos,  are  included  on  EIR  p.  88  -  99.  This 
information  is  provided,  in  part,  to  allow  the  EIR  reader  to  review  the  project 
design.  These  comments  and  responses  wUl  be  distributed  to  the  decision 
makers,  and  comments  on  project  design  may  be  used  by  them  in  making  a 
decision  on  the  project  itself.  Urban  Design  issues  are,  to  some  extent,  subjective 
in  nature.  The  EIR  is  intended  to  be  descriptive  and  allow  decision  makers  and 
the  public  to  make  appropriate  judgments  on  the  basis  of  information  in  the  EIR. 

Please  see  also  the  response  under  "Significant  Environmental  Effects  That 
Cannot  Be  Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented,"  pp.  C&R.166  -  173. 
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IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Response 


Comment 

"I'm  .  .  .  vice  president  of  our  little  neighborhood  organization,  the  Liberty  Hill 
Neighborhood  Association.  I'm  secretary  of  the  coalition. 

"I  would  like  to  voice  my  strong  objection  to  the  architectural  design  for  the  new  Main 
Library  &  proposals  to  make  drastic  alterations  to  the  superb  Beaux  Arts  exterior  of 
the  old  Main  Library  as  described  in  the  San  Francisco  Independent  today. 

"I  wanted  to  express  my  personal  opinion  that  I  can't  understand  why  these  terrible 
design  proposals  are  being  piggybacked  on  the  great  need  for  a  new  improved  Main 
Library.  I  think  when  you  look  from  the  old  to  the  new  design  on  the  Civic  Center 
side,  it  is  incredibly  severe.  It  is  late  in  the  day  to  say  that  one  doesn't  like  it,  but  I 
think  it's  a  very  poor  design.  I  am  shocked  that  we  hired  this  prestige  architectural 
firm,  and  I  think  they  have  really  fallen  down  on  the  design  that  they  have  presented. 

"The  choice  of  the  old  Main  Library  building  to  house  the  dazzling  collection  of  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  seems  very  bizarre  and  discordant  —  it  is  like  putting  the  Classical 
Antiquities  collection  of  the  Getty  Museum  in  Malibu  into  a  superb  Buddhist  Temple. 
I  find  it  disrespectful  to  the  works  of  art  &  the  work  of  architecture  at  one  and  the 
same  time.  The  architecture  and  the  artworks  were  created  in  eras  that  anticipated  no 
such  disparate  and  unflattering  combination  of  styles  ~  there  is  a  real  disrespect  for  the 
past  here. 

"The  design  of  the  new  Main  continues  this  theme.  The  'conforming  facades'  do  not 
in  fact  conform,  such  is  their  brutal  severity  and  the  two  rear  wedls  not  only  fail  to 
provide  a  welcoming  Market  Street  entrance  convenient  to  public  transit,  but  also  at 
first  resembled  factory  walls  and  re-designed  stiU  looked  like  a  factory  with  the 
addition  of  the  ventilation  grills  on  the  back  of  the  Civic  Center  Auditorium  a  block 
away.  ...  I  can't  understand  how  this  could  constimte  conformity  to  the  Market  Street 
General  Appearance  . . .  Inside,  unnecessary  City  offices  are  provided,  yet  outside  the 
magnificent  old  Pioneer  Monument  (which  was  never  designed  to  be  seen  'against  an 
open  sky'  but  rather  against  a  rounded  facade)  must,  according  to  these  proposals,  be 
very  unnecessarily  dismantled  and  moved  at  great  expense. 
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"The  contrast  in  styles  is  terrible  between  the  new  design  and  the  old  design.  The  eye 
will  travel  quickly  from  the  new  Main  to  the  old  Main  when  they  are  up,  and  you  will 
quickly  perceive  the  inferiority  of  the  design  of  the  new  one. 

"Removing  the  statues  from  the  facade  of  the  old  Main  would  wreck  the  design.  I 
can't  understand  what  could  be  replaced  that  would  balance  out  the  design  of  that 
facade  well  enough. 

"Please  reject  these  gross  and  insensitive  design  proposals  which  would  badly  degrade 
our  incomparable  Civic  Center."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood 
Association) 

There  is  a  page  here  to  show  how  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be  used  to  diffuse  the 
packing  crate  mentality  of  the  present  library  design.  I  don't  know  where  architects 
get  some  of  their  ideas.  I  don't  now  if  they  ever  go  into  a  library  and  understand  the 
users  of  the  library.  True,  I  should  have  studied  in  detail  the  outline  of  the  architecture 
of  the  new  Main  Library  proposal,  but  even  on  the  surface  of  it,  it  reminds  one  of 
packing  crates,  and  I  don't  think  that  books  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  should  be  in 
that  kind  of  environment,  even  though  they  are  square  and  they  do  go  on  shelves,  and 
you  do  have  to  use  careful  storage  for  them. 

"So  let  us,  please,  get  the  architects  to  rethink  some  of  their  work.  If  they  are  going  to 
charge  the  fees  they  do  charge,  they  ought  to  come  up  with  something  that  at  least  has 
some  humanity  and  some  understanding  to  it."  (Margaret  Segal,  Coalition  of 
San  Francisco  Neighborhoods) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  Urban  design  and  visual  quality  aspects  of  the  proposed 
New  Main  Library  facade  design  at  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  are  discussed  on 
EIR  pp.  87  and  100;  Figures  24  -  27,  pp.  96  -  99,  illustrate  the  proposed  design  of 
the  facades  from  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  (Figures  24  and  25).  and  from  Hyde 
Street  near  Fulton  Street  (Figures  26  and  27).  See  also  the  response  to  the 
comment  above,  concerning  Urban  Design  issues. 
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Comment 

"I  just  have  one  comment.  Figure  25  on  Page  97  demonstrates  to  me  that,  at  least 
through  this  photomontage,  that  the  design  of  the  library  on  this  side,  on  the  Market 
Street  side,  doesn't  fit  in  with  the  Market  Street  buildings  there.  And  I  know  we  have 
had  a  couple  of  hearings  on  this,  and  although  we  do  not  have  final  authority  over  this 
design,  we  did  take  a  look  at  it  a  couple  or  several  months  ago,  and  essentially  signed 
off  on  the  design.  But  I  think  this  photomontage  still  causes  me  some  concem  about 
whether  this  design  on  this  side  of  the  building  fits  in. 

"So  I  would  like  the  EIR  to  evaluate  this  view  of  the  library,  in  light  of  the  relevant 
Master  Plan  policies  on  setting  and  the  visual  design  of  the  Civic  Center  area.  And  I 
do  believe  that  that's  been  missing  from  the  EIR,  and  I  would  like  that  contribution," 
(Commissioner  James  Morales) 

Response 

Master  Plan  policies  and  objectives  that  are  relevant  to  the  proposed  project 
design  are  identified  on  EIR  pp.  43  -  44.  The  following  response  repeats  these 
objectives  and  policies  and  briefly  describes  the  project  in  relation  to  them. 

As  noted  above,  on  p.  C&R.  117,  Urban  Design  issues  are,  to  some  extent, 
subjective.  The  EIR  is  intended  to  be  descriptive  and  allow  the  public  and 
decision  makers  to  make  appropriate  judgments  on  the  basis  of  the  EIR.  The  EIR 
itself  does  not  make  these  judgments.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or 
Department  of  City  Planning  must  review  how,  on  balance,  a  project  responds  to 
Master  Plan  goals  and  policies.  (See  also  Comments  and  Responses  on 
pp.  C&R.32  -  42. 

The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan 

The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  contains  provisions 
that  encourage  preservation  of  the  Civic  Center  as  the  center  of  government  in 
San  Francisco: 
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•  Objective  1  of  the  Civic  Center  Plan,  "Maintain  and  reinforce  the  Civic 
Center  as  the  symbolic  and  ceremonial  focus  of  community  government 
and  culture. " 

•  Policy  1  under  Objective  1,  "Emphasize  key  public  buildings,  particularly 
City  Hall,  through  visually  prominent  siting." 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  sited  on  the  lone  remaining,  largely 
undeveloped  parcel  within  the  Civic  Center,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  54,  paragraph  2. 
As  such,  it  would  be  visually  prominent  and  would  be  the  first  Civic  Center 
structure  visible  from  the  intersection  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets. 

•  Policy  2  of  Objective  1,  "Maintain  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the 
Civic  Center."  Tlie  discussion  under  this  policy  notes  that  "the  core  of  the 
Civic  Center  is  composed  of  classic  Greek  revival  structures  of  exceptional 
quality  that  set  the  architectural  character  of  the  area."  The  discussion 
continues,  that  other  features  of  the  Civic  Center  include  symmetrical 
arrangement  of  buildings,  uniform  height,  and  common  building  lines  and 
architectural  features. 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  87,  paragraph  5,  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  facades  of  the 
New  Main  Library  would  be  designed  to  complement,  although  they  would  not 
replicate,  the  existing  Beaux  Arts  architecture  of  other  major  Civic  Center 
buildings,  and  in  particular,  the  existing  library  building.  Those  new  facades, 
with  projecting,  square-framed  windows,  would  differ  from  the  prevailing  pattern 
ainong  older  Beaux  Arts  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  of  recessed,  arched 
windows  and  would  thus  create  somewhat  different  light  and  shadow  patterns. 

As  described  in  paragraph  5,  EIR  p.  87,  the  Fulton  and  Larkin  facades  of  the  New 
Main  Library,  of  Beaux  Arts  style,  are  intended  to  relate  closely  to  the  existing 
library.  As  described  there,  "The  east  end  of  the  new  library's  Fulton  Street  side 
has  been  designed  in  a  contemporary,  unembellished  style,  with  similar  materials 
.  .  .  intended  as  a  transition  between  the  Beaux  Arts  north  and  west  sides  of  the 
building  and  the  modem  east  and  south  facades."  As  stated  in  the  last  partial 
paragraph  of  EIR  p.  87,  "the  contemporary  Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades 
would  consist  of  granite  walls  with  large  punched  windows  recessed  from  the 
wall  surface,"  shown  in  EIR  Figures  24-  27,  EIR  pp.  96  -  99. 
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Architectural  features  of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades  would  differ  from  the 
architectural  character  of  the  older,  prominent  buildings  in  the  core  area  of  the 
Civic  Center;  they  would  be  more  similar  to  new  structures  built  around  the 
Market  Street  periphery  of  the  Civic  Center,  such  as  10  United  Nations  Plaza, 
1 155  Market  Street,  1170  Market  Street,  and  the  State  Compensation  Insurance 
Fund  Building  at  1275  Market  Street.  The  offset  element  of  the  New  Main 
Library,  which  would  be  parallel  to  Market  Street,  is  intended  by  the  architect  to 
create  a  relationship  between  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades  and  newer 
development  on  Market  Street. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  the  same  height  and  of  similar  major 
dimensions  as  the  existing  library  building  and  the  other  key  Civic  Center 
buildings,  as  noted  on  EIR  pp.  87  -  100.  It  would  occupy  most  of  the  block 
bounded  by  Larkin,  Fulton,  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  and  would  be  similar  in  mass 
to  other  important  Civic  Center  buildings. 

•  Policy  3  of  Objective  1,  "Design  Civic  Center  buildings  and  open  spaces  to 
serve  as  public  gathering  places  for  ceremonial,  cultural,  recreational,  and 
other  community  activities." 

The  New  Main  Library  would  serve  as  a  focal  point  for  public  activity,  through 
its  collections  and  services,  the  use  of  its  auditorium  and  meeting  rooms,  which 
would  provide  expanded  capacity  for  these  activities,  and  its  prominent  location 
facing  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

•  Policy  4  of  Objective  1,  "Provide  a  sense  of  identity  and  cohesiveness 
through  unifying  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments."  The  discussion 
accompanying  the  policy  encourages  the  use  of  common  design  elements, 
recommending  that  "the  color  and  texture  of  materials  should  be  used 
throughout  the  area  to  enforce  its  overall  unity." 

The  New  Main  Library  would  use  granite  cladding  similar  to  the  material  used  on 
the  existing  library  building  and  other  Civic  Center  buildings.  Windows  on  the 
Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  would  include  metal  grilles  similar  to  those  the 
existing  library  building,  although  the  windows  on  the  New  Main  Library  would 
be  rectangular  and  would  project  slightly  from  the  building;  the  windows  on  the 
existing  library  are  arched  and  inset. 
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•  Policy  5  of  Objective  1 ,  "Maintain  existing  streets  as  vehicular,  pedestrian 
or  open  space  corridors." 

This  policy  does  not  directly  apply  to  the  design  issue  raised  by  the  commenter. 
Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1  of  the  Urban  Design  Element,  "Emphasis  of  the  characteristic 
pattern  which  gives  to  the  city  and  its  neighborhoods  an  image,  a  sense  of 
purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation." 

•  Policy  3  of  Objective  1,  "Recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together, 
produce  a  total  effect  that  characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts." 

•  Policy  7  of  Objective  1 ,  "Recognize  the  natural  boundaries  of  districts,  and 
promote  connections  between  districts." 

As  noted  above,  the  New  Main  Library  would  reflect  the  existing  Beaux  Arts 
design  of  the  major  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  on  its  Larkin  and  Fulton 
Street  sides,  while  reflecting  newer  development  near  the  Civic  Center  on  its 
Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades.  As  such,  the  building  could  be  seen  as 
transitional,  while  at  the  same  time,  not  entirely  in  keeping  with  the  overall 
formal  design  scheme  of  Civic  Center. 

•  Objective  2  of  the  Urban  Design  Element,  "Conservation  of  resources 
which  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity  with  the  past,  and  freedom  from 
overcrowding." 

•  Policy  4  of  Objective  2,  "Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic, 
cuchitectural  or  aesthetic  value,  and  promote  the  preservation  of  other 
buildings  and  features  that  provide  continuity  with  past  development." 

The  New  Main  Library,  as  proposed,  would  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument  from 
the  comer  of  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  (the  north  side  of  the  Eighth  and  Market 
Streets  intersection)  to  another  location  in  the  Civic  Center.  Depending  on  the 
location  chosen  for  relocation,  the  monument  probably  would  not  be  visible  from 
Eighth  and  Market  Streets.  Regardless  of  the  new  location,  the  monument  would 
no  longer  be  visually  prominent  from  this  intersection.  Depending  on  the 
relocation  site,  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be  prominent  in  other  views  of  the 
Civic  Center.  Tlie  monument  would  not  be  demolished. 
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•  Policy  6  of  Objective  2,  "Respect  the  character  of  older  development 
nearby  in  the  design  of  new  buildings." 

•  Policy  7  of  Objective  2,  "Recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unique 
areas  that  contribute  in  an  extraordinary  degree  to  San  Francisco's  visual 
form  and  character." 

Some  observers  and  commenters  feel  that  the  more  traditional  Larkin  and  Fulton 
Street  facades  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  be  more  responsive  to 
these  policies  than  would  the  more  contemporary  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades. 
As  noted  on  p.  C&R.117  herein,  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades  of  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  would  contr£ist  with  nearby  older  development  such 
as  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  Ramada  Inn  (San  Franciscan  Hotel). 

•  Objective  3  of  the  Urban  Design  Element,  "Moderation  of  major  new 
development  to  complement  the  city  pattem,  the  resources  to  be  conserved, 
and  the  neighborhood  environment. 

•  Policy  1  of  Objective  3,  "Provide  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  and 
transitions  between  new  and  older  buildings." 

•  Policy  2  of  Objective  3,  "Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other 
characteristics  which  will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of 
their  public  importance." 

•  Policy  3  of  Objective  3,  "Promote  efforts  to  achieve  high  quality  of  design 
for  buildings  to  be  constructed  at  prominent  locations." 

As  noted  above,  the  New  Main  Library's  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  facades  would 
relate  to  the  existing  Beaux  Arts  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center.  The  Hyde  and 
Grove  Street  facades  would  be  similar  in  color  to  the  older  Civic  Center 
buildings,  and  would  contrast  with  the  remainder  of  the  Civic  Center  core  area 
buildings  in  window  treatment  and  orientation  of  some  wall  planes.  The  New 
Main  Library  would  be  a  visual  landmark  at  the  Hyde  /  Grove  /  Eighth  /  Market 
Streets  intersection,  although  not  out  of  proportion  with  its  public  importance,  as 
it  would  be  a  prominent  public  building.  Regarding  Policy  3,  numerous 
comments  on  the  design  of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades,  both  pro  and  con, 
at  various  public  forums,  indicate  that  opinion  is  divided  over  the  Library  design 
and  its  appropriateness  for  its  important  Civic  Center  location.  As  noted 
elsewhere  in  other  comments  and  responses,  urban  design  is  to  some  degree 
subjective  and  not  quantifiable. 
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•  Policy  5  of  Objective  3,  "Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important 
attributes  of  the  city  pattem  and  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing 
development." 

•  Policy  6  of  Objective  3.  "Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale 
of  development  to  avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in 
new  construction." 

The  New  Main  Library,  as  noted  above  and  on  EIR  pp.  87  and  100,  would  be 
similar  in  height  and  major  bulk  dimensions  to  existing  major  public  structures  in 
the  Civic  Center. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  would  make  a 
final  determination  of  the  project's  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan.  The  Master 
Plan  contains  objectives  and  policies  whose  implementation  in  relation  to  a 
specific  project  could  be  in  conflict.  In  making  a  determination,  the  commission 
or  Department  must  weigh  these  objectives  and  policies  to  achieve,  on  balance, 
the  project  that  best  complies  overall  with  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan. 

Comment 

"I  would  echo  those  remarks  [of  Commissioner  Morales]  and  maybe  double  them.  I 
think  that  the  mistake  was  made  for  me  —  I  know  the  Library  Commission  has  the  say 
over  this,  but  I  think  a  mistake  was  made  when  you  decided  that  this  didn't  have  to 
carry  through  any  historic  feel  to  it  at  that  comer.  This  will  be  the  main  entrance  to  San 
Francisco  Civic  Center  from  Downtown,  at  least  from  the  BART  entrance,  and 
possibly  from  people  coming  on  Market  Street,  and  it  is  as  though  the  architect  wanted 
to  make  some  claim  that  this  is  not  an  historic  district.  I  mean  it's  as  though  this 
design,  in  my  view,  all  the  time  on  the  two  sides  has  been  fighting  the  historic  district, 
and  I  think  that  that  is  a  disservice  to  the  historic  district. 

"I  have  said  it  before,  and  I  would  like  it  to  be  known  I  don't  feel  I'd  sign  off  on  how  it 
looks  because  I  have  not  signed  off.  It's  not  the  right  design  for  these  two  sides. 

"I  have  said  before  that  I  think  the  monument  in  that  place  gives  the  sense  of  the 
opening  of  the  historic  district.  I  think  the  document  should  contain  more  of  Ed 
Michael's  history.  He  said  he  wants  it  in  there  about  the  sandlots.  He  had  some 
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slides,  and  I  am  presuming  he  has  photographs  of  several  comers,  in  fact,  almost  all 
the  comers  leading  up  Market  Street.  I  don't  know  that  we  need  them  all,  but  the 
comers  of  Market  Street  have  distinguished  historic  buildings,  and  I  think  Jim  Freed, 
as  good  as  he  is,  and  I  know  he  is  a  wonderful  architect,  but  I  think  he  has  looked  at 
this  site  as  more  relating  to  the  businesses  on  Market  Street,  not  the  designs.  I  mean, 
this  is  closer  to  the  Burger  King  than  it  is  to  the  drugstore  building  and  the  Orpheum 
building. 

"This  doesn't  relate  to  the  old  San  Franciscan  Hotel.  It  doesn't  relate  to  the  Orpheum. 
This  department  has  worked  very  hard,  not  in  my  view  always  successfully,  but  we 
certainly  try  to  make  the  new  buildings  around  the  Fulton  Street  area  relate  in  some 
way  to  the  historic  district,  and  I  just  don't  think  this  does.  And  the  window  shapes 
are  wrong.  I  mean,  that  picture  Jim  [Morales]  is  talking  about  ~  I  think  you  all  ought 
to  be  careful  that  you  are  not  going  to  be  really  embarrassed  by  how  this  building 
comes  out.  I  hate  to  say  it  that  much,  but  that's  the  way  I  feel  about  it." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

As  previous  commenters  have  noted,  the  City's  two  major  street  grids  meet  at 
Market  Street  and  a  series  of  views  looking  north  across  Market  Street  results 
where  Market  meets  the  intersections  of  North-of-Market  Streets.  These  include 
the  comer  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  at  Hyde,  Grove,  and  Market  Streets,  part  of 
the  project  site.  Other  monuments  along  Market  Street  include  Lotta's  Fountain, 
at  Keamy,  Geary  and  Market  Streets,  and  the  Mechanics  Monument,  at  Battery, 
Bush  and  Market  Streets.  Prominent  buildings  at  or  near  these  intersections 
include  the  former  Hibemia  Bank  (now  a  Police  Department  building)  at  Jones, 
McAllister  and  Market  Streets;  the  Golden  Gate  Theater  at  Taylor  Street,  Golden 
Gate  Avenue  and  Market  Street;  the  former  Security  Pacific  Bank  at  Grant 
Avenue,  O'Farrell  and  Market  Streets;  the  ground  floor  of  the  former  Crocker 
Bank  building  at  Montgomery,  Post  and  Market  Streets;  the  former  Crocker  Bank 
(now  Citicorp  Plaza)  at  Sansome,  Sutter  and  Market  Streets;  and  the  Shell 
Building  at  Battery  and  Bush  Streets. 
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Regarding  the  comment  about  sand  lot  activity,  a  description  of  sand  lot 
activities,  has  been  added  to  EIR  p.  67  (see  p.  C&R.57  herein). 

As  noted  on  EIR  pp.  87  -  100  and  in  the  previous  responses  under  "Urban  Design 
and  Visual  Quality,"  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades  of  the  proposed  New 
Main  Library  would  differ  in  architectural  style  from  the  older  Civic  Center 
buildings  and  would  be  more  consistent  with  newer  development  around  the 
Market  Street  periphery  of  the  Civic  Center.  As  noted  elsewhere  in  other 
comments  and  responses,  urban  design  is  to  some  degree  subjective  and  not 
quantifiable. 

Please  also  see  the  response  under  "Historic  Districts"  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein. 
Comment 

"Page  97,  Figure  25:  Explain  how  this  view  relates  to  possible  Civic  Center  Historic 
District?  How  compatible? 

"Page  99,  Figure  27:  How  does  this  relate  to  possible  historic  district? 
Response 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  expected  to  be  considered  a  non-contributing 
element  to  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  that  has  been  approved  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  but  not  yet  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
Both  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Edmund  G.  Brown  State  Office  Building  on 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  newly  constructed  within  that  proposed  Historic  District,  are 
identified  as  non-contributory  to  the  proposed  district. 

Please  also  see  the  response  under  "Historic  Districts"  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein. 
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SHADOW 

Comment 

"The  draft  EIR  states  that  the  new  shadow  produced  by  the  proposed  Main  Library 
would  be  within  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  (an  additional 
one  percent  shadow-foot-hours  per  year)  as  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  (February,  1989).  The  draft  EER  also  states  that  the 
proposed  Main  Library  would  produce  new  shadow  covering  up  to  approximately  30 
percent  of  the  plaza  (plus  an  additional  15  percent  from  existing  buildings)  in  the  early 
mornings  throughout  the  year.  In  the  worst  case,  the  shadow  coverage  would  leave  the 
plaza  by  9:30  a.m.  in  December.  Although  this  additional  shadow  on  Civic  Center 
Plaza  is  within  acceptable  limits,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  like  to 
reiterate  that  any  additional  shadow  on  the  plaza  diminishes  its  usefulness  as  a  public 
park."  (Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  As  discussed  on  EIR  p.  109,  the  greatest  extent  of 
project-generated  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  approximately  30 
percent  coverage.  This  would  occur  in  the  early  morning.  There  would  be  no 
new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  after  about  8:30  a.m.  in  June  (the  earliest  that 
project  shadow  would  end)  and  about  9:30  a.m.  in  December  (the  latest  that 
project  shadow  would  end). 

In  establishing  shadow  criteria  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  under  the  Sunlight 
Ordinance,  the  Departments  of  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Parks  stated  that 
afternoon  sun,  particularly  on  seating  and  lawn  areas,  should  be  preserved./l/  No 
new  shadow  from  the  project  would  affect  Civic  Center  Plaza  in  late  morning, 
midday,  or  afternoon  hours.  The  departments  also  found  that  the  "public  good" 
served  by  a  building  could  justify  allowing  that  building  to  account  for  a  greater 
or  lesser  percentage  of  the  "absolute  cumulative  limit"  of  new  shadow  allowed  on 
a  particular  open  space.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  112,  those  shadow  criteria  accounted 
for  an  anticipated  new  Main  Library  approximately  80  feet  in  height  and  buUt  to 
the  lot  lines  (i.e.,  covering  more  of  the  lot  than  would  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library). 
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NOTE  -  Shadow 

/I/    Memorandum  to  City  Plamiing  Commission  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  from 
Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  and  Department  of  City  Planning,  February  3, 
19H9;  approved  by  joint  resolution  of  City  Planning  Commission  (No.  11595)  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission  (No.  15268),  February  7,  1989. 

TRANSPORTATION 

TRAVEL  DEMAND 
Comment 

"In  discussing  'Travel  Demand',  (pages  129  through  132),  please  include  existing 
'person  trip  ends',  and  the  trip  generation  rates  used  to  develop  the  projected  traffic  for 
both  the  new  library  and  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum.  Trips  generated  by  the  300  seat 
auditorium  and  250  seat  meeting  room  at  the  new  library  should  also  be  included." 
(Gary  F.  Adams,  Caltrans) 

Response 

Notes  5,  7,  and  8,  EIR  pp.  157  -  158,  outline  trip  generation  data  for  patrons  of  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  (assumed  to  include 
auditoriums  and  meeting  rooms ).  These  estimates  were  based  not  on  trip 
generation  rates,  but  on  estimates  of  existing  and  future  patronage  provided  by 
library  and  museum  staff,  based  on  current  existing  patronage  data.  Each  patron 
was  assumed  to  generate  two  trips  (one  round  trip).  As  stated  in  Note  5, 
patronage  at  the  New  Main  Library  is  projected  to  be  about  1 1,000  persons  daily, 
compared  to  about  5,400  daily  visitors  at  the  existing  Main  Library.  Asian  Art 
Museum  patronage  (all  new  at  the  project  site)  was  estimated  at  3,750  persons  per 
day,  based  on  maximum  attendance,  as  indicated  on  EIR  p.  131.  As  stated  in 
Note  7,  trip  generation  for  library  and  museum  employees  was  calculated  at 
5.0  daily  pte  per  employee,  based  on  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts,  September  1983. 
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TRANSIT 
Comment 

"p.  138  Local  Transit  -  535  net  transit  trips  are  expected  to  be  generated  in  the  P.M. 
peak  as  a  result  of  the  expansion  of  the  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  However, 
all  of  these  trips  will  not  demand  rides  in  the  peak  direction;  SF  Muni  staff  assumes 
only  2/3  of  the  trips  or  353  new  rides  will  have  an  impact  on  SF  Muni  service  in  the 
peak  direction."  (James  D.  Lowe,  MUNI) 

Response 

As  described  on  EIR  p.  138,  paragraph  two,,  the  EIR  analysis  assumed  that  about 
64  percent  of  the  535  net  new  p.p.  peak -hour  MUNI  trips,  or  about  345  p.m. 
peak-hour  trips,  would  be  outbound  peak-direction  trips.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  157, 
Note  6,  directional  distribution  is  based  on  transportation  impact  studies  for  two 
libraries.  Please  see  Note  6  for  the  full  citation. 

Comment 

"[p,  138]  SF  Muni  service  currently  operates  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  'D'  (at 
capacity)  during  the  peaks;  even  small  increases  in  new  riders  would  require  more 
vehicles  to  be  operated  to  maintain  current  levels  of  service.  Cumulatively,  three 
hundred-fifty  three  new  riders  would  equate  to  5.6  standard  coach  equivalents  of 
service  demand  based  on  63  riders  equalling  one  standard  coach."  (James  D.  Lowe, 
MUNI) 

Response 

As  noted  above  and  on  EIR  p.  138,  the  project  would  generate  about  345  net  new 
p.m.  peak-hour  MUNI  trips  in  the  outbound  direction.  Project-generated  trips 
would  be  distributed  over  a  number  of  MUNI  transit  lines;  they  would  not  be 
concentrated  on  any  one  line  in  any  one  direction,  at  any  one  time.  The  EIR 
concludes  that  MUNI  load  factors  would  remain  within  acceptable  ranges  except 
within  the  northwest  quadrant,  where  some  overcrowding  would  occur  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour. 
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EIR  p.  126  summarizes  the  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  on  MUNI  as  analyzed 

in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Mcirket  Plan  EERs,  including  the 

screenline-based,  rather  than  route-based,  analysis.  The  screenline-based  analysis 

is  used  because,  while  it  can  be  projected  that  future  transit  riders  would  travel  | 

within  certain  corridors  (i.e.,  to  certain  parts  of  the  City,  crossing  one  or  more  of 

four  screenlines  surrounding  the  Downtown  and  Vicinity),  it  is  not  possible  to  J 

predict  accurately  which  individual  transit  lines  future  riders  would  use. 

Additionally,  it  can  be  assumed  that  if  a  rider  desired  to  take  one  line  that  was 

operating  at  or  above  capacity,  he/she  might  switch  to  another  line,  within  the 

same  corridor,  that  was  operating  below  capacity.  The  screenline  analysis  gives  a  | 

more  accurate  prediction  of  overall  MUNI  operations  than  would  a  line-by-line  1 

analysis.  EIR  p.  140  indicates  that  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  2000, 

project-generated  MUNI  trips  would  account  for  about  one  percent  of  MUNI  trips 

among  the  four  screenlines  analyzed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR. 

Project-generated  MUNI  ridership  would  be  spread  over  the  approximately 

20  MUNI  lines  that  are  within  one-quarter  mile  walking  distance  of  the  project  | 

site  (see  EIR  p.  75).  Each  of  those  lines  makes  between  3  and  15  runs  per  hour  ^ 

during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  with  an  average  of  about  eight  runs  p>er  hour,  meaning 

that  the  additional  MUNI  demand  of  345  trips  probably  would  be  spread  over 

about  160  transit  vehicles.  Individual  buses  would  be  expected  to  carry  several  ^ 

new  riders  to  and  from  the  project,  but  generally  ridership  increases  would  j 

average  less  than  three  riders  per  peak-hour  bus. 

BICYCLES 

CQmment 

"I'm  the  chairperson  of  the  city's  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee.  .  .  .  The  Bicycle  I 

Advisory  Committee  is  a  newly  formed  committee  that  is  in  the  process  of  developing 

a  system  of  bicycle  routes,  places  for  people  to  securely  lock  their  bicycles,  and  an  J 

education  program.  And  we  sincerely  believe  that  the  bicycle  really  is  part  of  the 

solution  to  the  city's  transportation  problems,  particularly  in  neighborhood  shopping  | 

areas,  particularly  along  the  waterfront,  and  also  around  the  Civic  Center."  (MarUyn 

Smulyan,  BAC)  \ 
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"At  our  November  21,  1991  meeting,  our  members  unanimously  agreed  that  the  EIR  is 
both  deficient  and  inaccurate  in  its  treatment  of  altemate  modes  of  transportation, 
specifically  bicycles. 

"The  Draft  EIR  states  that  the  plans  for  the  library  respond  to  the  Master  Plan 
requirements  related  to  bicycle  parking  facilities  (Pages  43  and  44).  On  Page  180,  it 
actually  includes  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities  as  a  proposed  mitigation  measure.  In 
fact,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Draft  EIR  that  details  plans  for  secure  public  bicycle 
storage  facilities,  and  the  library  does  not  at  this  time  have  an  adopted  plan  for  secure 
facilities.  .  .  .  [LJibrary  staff  are  working  very  hard  to  get  one,  but  we  don't  have  one 
yet,  and  one  of  the  most  difficult  parts  of  aU  this  has  been  that  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  commission  are  not  aware  that  this  is  a  requirement. 

"This  is  a  major  deficiency.  It  is  not  just  the  City's  own  Master  Plan  that  requires  the 
inclusion  of  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities.  Recent  Federal  and  Bay  area  clean  air 
legislation  also  mandate  this  requirement.  The  1990  Amendments  to  the  Federal 
Clean  Air  Act  identify  a  Transportation  Control  Measure  (TCM)  that  requires  the 
development  of  'programs  for  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities,  and  other  facilities 
including  bikes  lanes,  for  the  convenience  and  protection  of  bicyclists  in  both  public 
and  private  areas.'  The  recent  adopted  Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  includes  a 
regional  TCM  that  specifically  calls  for  the  incorporation  of  bicycle  access  and 
facilities  in  the  site  designs  for  new  developments.  Most  importantly,  this  plan 
assumes  that  there  will  be  a  more  than  doubling  of  the  bicycle  commute  mode  share  by 
1997.  And  if  that's  not  accomplished,  we  will  not  be  in  conformance  with  that  plan. 

"The  BAC  is  currently  developing  proposals  .  .  .  that  we  hope  to  bring  before  the 
Planning  Commission  within  the  next  few  months  that  will  really  be  able  to  help 
encourage  the  bicycle  as  transportation.  ...  By  far,  the  easiest  should  be  the 
development  of  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities,  particularly  in  new  building  such  as 
the  library.  .  .  .  The  library  is  one  of  the  many  facilities  that  needs  to  have  bicycle 
parking  included  within  it.  .  .  .  According  to  the  Draft  EIR  (Page  144),  'already  about 
5%  of  library  patrons  travel  by  bicycle;  and  demand  could  increase  with  more  secure 
bicycle  parking'.  We  believe  that  demand  will  increase  substantially  because  right 
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now  the  library  is  one  of  the  most  notorious  places  in  the  City  for  having  bikes  stolen 
and  vandalized.  ...  I  think  you  can  only  try  to  imagine  the  impact  we  could  have  if  we 
really  had  secure  bicycle  parking  facilities  in  the  new  building." 

"Members  of  the  BAC  respectfully  submit  the  following  proposed  changes  to  the  EIR: 

'  1 .   The  inclusion  of  a  detailed  description  of  the  bicycle  storage  facility,  including 
location,  number  of  spaces,  and  types  of  racks  to  be  used. 

"2.   The  inclusion  of  clear  evidence  that  the  storage  facUity  will  be  accessible  and 
secure  for  both  the  bicycles  and  patrons  of  all  ages  coming  and  going  to  the 
facility  area.  In  general,  security  means  locating  the  parking  indoors;  within 
views  of  windows,  security  officers,  and  high  volumes  of  pedestrian  traffic;  and 
utilizing  a  suitable  rack.  The  facility  should  be  accessible  by  both  children  and 
adults. 

"3.   The  inclusion  of  the  storage  facility  in  a  highly  visible  area  in  order  to  make  it 
easily  usable  and  to  encourage  more  bicycle  use.  Making  bicycles  fully  visible  to 
all  library  patrons  is  necessary  if  the  Bay  area  is  to  reach  its  goal  contained  in  the 
Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  of  more  than  doubling  the  bicycle  commute  mode 
by  1997.  The  best  place  for  its  location  is  directly  inside  the  Grove  Street 
entrance  foyer,  with  racks  set  alongside  the  South  wall,  away  from  pedestrian 
traffic."  (Marilyn  Hope  Smulyan,  BAC) 

"Another  thing  I  think  is  important,  a  bicycle  rack  inside  the  library  offers  security.  It, 
again,  allows  a  way  that  this  city  lessens  the  traffic  impact  for  our  community  and  for 
the  Civic  Center  area  by  providing  and  encouraging  non-transit  use,  which  I  believe  is 
part  of  our  transit  policy  in  this  city."  (Kelly  Cullen,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 

"An  finally,  in  the  Draft  EIR,  there  is  also  mention  of  the  current  library  building  and 
the  Asian  Art  Museum's  potential  use  of  that  in  the  future.  We  would  like  to  make 
sure  that  these  same  criteria  [see  1-3,  above]  are  imposed  upon  any  future  reuse  of 
that  buUding  so  that  there  will  be  adequate  bicycle  parking  there,  too."  (Marilyn  Hope 
Smulyan,  BAC) 
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Response 

The  EIR  is  not  deficient  or  inaccurate  in  its  treatment  of  bicycles.  As  referenced 
by  the  commenter,  the  EIR,  p.  144,  first  paragraph,  states:  "Currently  about  five 
percent  of  library  patrons  travel  by  bicycle;  demand  could  increase  with  more 
secure  bicycle  parking."  Secure  bicycle  storage  and  showers  for  employees  are 
listed  on  EIR  p.  180  as  one  component  of  transportation  mitigation  measures 
included  in  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would 
include  indoor,  secured  public  parking  for  22  bicycles  and  outdoor  racks  for  eight 
bicycles.  The  indoor  bicycle  parking  would  be  accessible  through  the  proposed 
staff  entrance  on  Hyde  Street;  entry  to  the  bicycle  parking  room  would  be  with  a 
card  key  that  would  be  available  to  all  patrons.  Outdoor  parking  would  be  outside 
the  Grove  Street  entrance,  probably  on  a  sidewalk  bulb  that  would  displace  two 
parking  places.  Staff  bicycle  parking  (an  additional  25  spaces)  would  also  be 
provided  inside  the  staff  entrance,  in  a  separate  room./l/ 

The  last  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  is  replaced  with  the 
following: 

Indoor,  secured  public  bicycle  parking  would  be  provided  (22  spaces  in  a 
room  inside  the  staff  entrance  on  Hyde  Street  and  eight  outdoor  spaces 
outside  the  Grove  Street  entrance).  Access  to  the  indoor  spaces  would  be 
with  a  card  key.  Twenty-five  additional  staff  bicycle  spaces  would  be 
provided,  inside  the  staff  entrance,  in  a  separate  room. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  first  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on 
DEIR  p.  144: 

Indoor,  secured  parking  space  for  22  bicycles,  and  eight  outdoor  bicycle 
racks  would  be  provided  for  public  use. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  144  is  revised  to  read  as 
foUows  (new  language  underlined): 

Twenty-five  bicycle  parking  spaces  and  showers  for  employees  would  be 
provided;  this  could  lead  to  more  employees  cycling  to  work. 
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The  recently  adopted  Bay  Area  Clean  Air  Plan  requires  that  each  Bay  Area  city 
and  county  create  a  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee,  which  has  been  done  in  San 
Francisco.  The  Commenter  is  a  representative  of  this  BAC.  The  Clean  Air  Plan 
offers  a  number  of  recommended  Transportation  Control  Measures  to  encourage 
bicycle  use.  Those  measures  are  advisory  in  nature  and  are  not  required. 

The  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  encourages  bicycle  usage.  (See  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  pp.  1.4.25  -  29.)  Its  policies,  too,  are 
goals  and  objectives  and  are  not  in  the  form  of  an  adopted  ordinance. 

Regarding  bicycle  parking  at  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum,  the  EIR  on  p.  181, 
includes  a  mitigation  measure  that,  if  adopted,  would  include  bicycle  parking  and 
showers  in  the  museum.  These  comments  will  be  forwarded  as  part  of  the  EIR,  to 
the  decision  makers  for  that  part  of  the  project. 

Comment 

"If  the  City  is  going  to  increase  the  usage  of  the  bicycle  as  a  transportation  vehicle, 
there  are  a  few  steps  that  must  be  taken  in  order  to  make  bicycling  a  viable 
altemative.  Commuter  routes  must  be  defined  and  improvements  made  to  roadways. 
Secure  bicycle  parking  must  be  easily  available,  in  highly  visible  areas  in  order  to 
provide  security  and  to  encourage  more  bicycling.  Finally,  a  public  education  program 
that  promotes  the  safe  sharing  of  the  public  roadways  between  motorists  and  bicyclists 
must  be  conducted."  (Marilyn  Hope  Smulyan,  BAC) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  As  described  in  the  preceding  response,  bicycle  parking 
would  be  provided  in  the  New  Main  Library.  Other  measures  cited  in  the 
comment,  such  as  long-range  planning  (e.g.,  citywide  bicycle  routes)  and  public 
education,  are  outside  the  purview  of  the  project  or  are  the  responsibility  of  other 
agencies. 
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Comment 

"The  [Civic  Center]  garage  [expansion]  should  also  take  into  account  the  need  of 
bicyclists  who  are  going  to  be  coming  to  the  area  for  the  various  institutions."  (Jim 
Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

Altemative  F,  Project  with  Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  EIR  pp.  207-209, 
could  include  a  designated  bicycle  parking  area  in  the  expanded  garage. 
Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  January 
1992,  approved  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  issue  to  fund 
expansion  of  the  garage.  Current  planning  for  a  proposed  Civic  Center  Garage 
expansion  does  not  specifically  include  bicycle  parking.  However,  detailed 
design  criteria  for  the  proposed  expansion,  including  the  inclusion  of  bicycle 
parking  facilities,  would  not  be  developed  until  after  voter  approval  of  the 
measure  ./2/ 

PARKING 

Cnnmlative  Paridng  nemand 

Comment 

"[T]he  traffic  and  parking  study  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  get  sufficiently  into  the 
traffic  and  parking  issues  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  Tenderloin  groups  have  done  some 
studies  that  will  be  reported  to  you  that  relate  to  that,  and  I  think  more  work  needs  to 
be  done  in  that  area."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

"In  July,  the  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  have  released  a  survey  which  I  think  I  sent 
to  you.  If  not,  we  can  send  another  copy  to  you.  I  have  surveyed  the  parking  of  the 
Tenderloin  and  Civic  Center.  And  the  survey  has  a  broader  area  than  the  EIR  included 
area.  The  study,  including  the  broader  area,  and  the  EIR  also  shows  a  loss  and  need  for 
the  parking  in  the  neighborhood."  (David  Tran,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 
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"I  want  to  thank  the  Planning  Depanment  for  their  work  on  this  report.  I  think  it's 
very  extensive. 

"We  have  a  couple  of  concerns.  .  .  .We  have  done  a  study  that  had  a  much  broader 
area.  It  included  the  whole  Tenderloin  neighborhood,  not  just  Civic  Center.  And  we 
discovered,  as  we  looked  at  what's  happening  in  our  community,  a  lot  of  parking  lots 
are  going  to  be  disappearing  over  the  next  five  to  ten  years.  We  have  a  particular 
concern  that  the  loss  of  parking  in  our  neighborhood,  as  well  as  Civic  Center,  is  going 
to  increase  the  demand  for  on-street  parking  and  make  it  harder  for  the  people  ui  our 
neighborhood  who  do  have  cars  to  park,  as  well  as  a  lot  more  congestion,  people 
getting  hit  by  cars,  which  has  been  a  problem  in  the  Tenderloin."  (Kelly  Cullen,  TYA) 

Response 

The  referenced  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  (TYA)  study  was  undertaken  to 
examine  the  loss  of  parking  in  the  greater  Tenderloin  neighborhood.  It  estimated 
that  approximately  685  public  parking  spaces  were  lost  between  1981  and  1991  in 
the  area  bounded  by  Post,  Powell  and  Market  Streets,  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.  The 
study  estimated  that,  by  1994,  another  720  spaces  will  be  lost,  mostly  to 
development  and  25  percent  of  the  public  parking  spaces  that  were  available  in 
1980  will  no  longer  be  publicly  accessible.  No  data  on  parking  demand  or 
occupancy  of  lots  surveyed  was  provided.  The  study  cites  the  loss  of  the 
Marshall  Square  parking  lot  as  a  concem./3/ 

The  parking  analysis  prepared  for  the  EIR,  by  an  independent  consultant  under 
the  direction  of  Department  of  City  Planning  Transportation  staff,  surveyed  an 
area  bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  in 
October  1990,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  144./4/  That  survey  area  was  found  to  contain 
about  2,200  on-street  and  about  4,250  off-street  parking  spaces,  or  about  6,450 
total  spaces.  This  study  area  was  examined  because  it  includes  the  area  where 
patrons  and/or  employees  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  would 
seek  parking.  Tht  survey  area  includes  parking  areas  serving  other  Civic  Center 
facilities,  including  government  buildings,  theaters,  and  other  cultural  activities. 
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The  EIR  (pp.  144  -  149)  found  that  there  would  be  sufficient  parking  in  the  area 
surveyed  to  accommodate  project-generated  demand,  including  parking  displaced 
by  the  project,  except  on  peak  special-event  weekdays  (about  40  weekdays  per 
year),  when  there  would  be  a  deficit  of  about  185  spaces.  With  demand  resulting 
from  cumulative  development  in  the  vicinity,  the  EIR  (pp.  149  -  151)  found  there 
would  be  a  parking  shortfall  in  the  survey  area  of  about  145  spaces  on  an  average 
weekday  and  a  shortfall  of  about  730  spaces  on  a  peak  special-event  weekday. 

The  TYA  study,  conducted  in  July  1991,  identified  a  total  of  4,957  commercially 
available  parking  spaces  in  lots  and  garages;  that  is,  off-street  parking  only. 
On-street  parking  was  not  included  in  the  TYA  study.  Parking  occupancy  data 
was  not  presented.  During  the  summer  of  1991,  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
(DCP)  conducted  a  midday  parking  survey  the  area  of  which  was  somewhat 
smaller  than  that  of  the  TYA  study.  The  DCP  study  identified  4,675  off-street 
spaces,  of  which  2,918  were  occupied,  amounting  to  an  occupancy  rate  of 
62  percent.  Even  if  it  were  conservatively  assumed  that  all  395  spaces  in  the  area 
not  surveyed  by  the  Department  had  been  occupied,  3,313  spaces  would  have 
been  occupied  out  of  a  total  of  5,070  available  spaces,  an  occupancy  rate  of 
65  percent.  This  rate  indicates  that  a  sufficient  number  of  parking  spaces  are 
available  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project  site  during  normal  periods  to 
absorb  the  anticipated  loss  of  parking  due  to  the  project. 

Altemative  F,  EIR  pp.  207-209,  would  be  an  expansion  of  the  Civic  Center 
Garage.  This  altemative  would  increase  parking  supply  in  the  Civic  Center,  and 
could  have  an  incremental  benefit  on  Tenderloin  parking  supply  by  reducing 
spillover  demand  on  Tenderloin  parking  that  results  from  parking  demand  in  the 
Civic  Center  on  peak  special-event  weekdays. 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  January 
1992,  approved  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  issue  to  fund 
expansion  of  the  garage.  See  Altemative  F,  pp.  C&R.226  -  228,  for  a  discussion 
of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  garage  expansion  proposed  under  the  ballot 
measure. 
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Loss  of  Pariring  in  Area  (including  loss  due  to  project) 

Comment 

"Parking  is  another  concern.  90  parking  spaces  will  be  eliminated.  We  believe  that 
replacements  should  be  in  place  before  any  thought  of  relieving  us  of  those  parking 
spaces  should  even  be  thought  of."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 

Response 

As  shown  in  Table  6,  EIR  p.  146,  Estimated  Peak  Parking  Demand  (from 
1:00  p.m.  to  2:00  p.m.),  there  would  be  adequate  parking  available  in  the  project 
area  to  accommodate  both  project  demand  and  automobiles  displaced  by  project 
implementation.  The  existing  weekday  parking  supply  in  the  EIR  parking  study 
area  (bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough  Streets  and  by  Golden  Gate  Avenue), 
even  with  the  addition  of  project  parking  demand  and  the  loss  of  parking  due  to 
the  project,  would  exceed  demand  on  all  but  peak  special-event  weekdays,  which 
occur  approximately  40  days  per  year. 

Please  see  the  response  under  'West  Tenderloin  'entertainment  zone'  parking, 
pp.  C&R.143  -  146,  for  a  discussion  of  evening  parking  demand. 

Comment 

"Strictly  enforce  the  new  rules  on  parking  in  bus  zones.  We  have  a  significant  number 
of  elderly  and  people  on  disability  who  need  the  access  to  the  buses,  and  with  the  end 
of  the  parking  spaces,  people  wUI  be  parking  in  many  other  places."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 

Response 

Parking  demand  in  the  Greater  Downtown,  including  the  Civic  Center, 
contributes  to  the  existing  occurrences  of  illegal  parking  in  bus  zones,  and  loss  of 
parking  due  to  project  implementation  (construction  and  operation),  as  well  as 
cumulative  development  in  the  project  area,  could  worsen  the  situation.  Parking 
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enforcement  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Parking  and  Traffic  and  the  Police 
Departments.  The  City,  on  January  1,  1992,  increased  the  fine  for  illegal  parking 
in  bus  zones  to  $100  and  recently  began  towing  cars  parked  illegally  in  bus  zones, 
apparently  resulting  in  a  decrease  in  such  illegal  parking./5/ 

Farmers'  Marlcet  Paridang 

Comment 

"I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  Heart  of  the  City  Farmers  Market,  which  is  a  non-profit 
organization  and  has  been  serving  the  San  Francisco  community  for  ten  years.  We 
primarily  serve  North  and  South  of  Market  residents. 

"The  plans  for  the  new  library  are  great,  but,  to  not  come  up  with  a  plan  for  alternative 
parking  is  dismaying.  Are  you  not  considering  other  businesses  in  the  area  and  the 
residents  who  live  in  the  Tenderloin.  Parking  is  precious  in  San  Francisco.  The 
farmers  market  alone  has,  in  the  height  of  the  season,  100  trucks,  pick  ups,  vans  and 
cars  that  need  parking.  This  is  not  counting  the  customers."  (Christine  Adams,  Heart 
of  the  City  Farmers  Market) 

"We  also  have  a  concem  for  the  future  of  the  farmer's  market.  If  there  is  no  parking 
for  the  farmer's  market  on  the  Marshall  Street  Square  up  to  the  library,  and  if  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  if  that  bond  passes  and  it  becomes  a  mall,  a  lot,  more  than  90 
spaces  are  removed.  There  is  a  lot  of  parking  in  the  middle  of  that  street  many  days  of 
the  week.  And  it  will  mean  there  is  no  place  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks  to  be 
parked."  (Kelly  CuUen,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 

"And  we  also  have  concem  about  the  parking  on  the  Fulton  Street  MaU  that  is 
designated  as  the  Fulton  Mall.  And  the  number  stated  on  the  agenda  today  says 
90  spaces,  which  is  adequate,  but  twice  a  week,  there  is  a  farmer's  market  going  on 
and  people  use  the  center  of  the  street  for  parking,  which  is  about  two  rows  in  the 
middle,  probably  coming  up  to  about  45.  I  could  be  wrong,  but  it  could  be  studied 
over."  (David  Tran,  TYA) 
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"We  are  very  strongly  advocating  that  the  Civic  Center  Garage  expansion  be  expanded 
to  include  on  that  top  level  of  that  underground  garage  a  ramp  and  floor  to  ceiling  ratio 
high  enough  to  accommodate  replacement  parking  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks.  I 
think  one  of  the  biggest  environmental  impacts  of  this  library  —  and  I  support  the 
library  —  is  that  if  we  don't  find  permanent  parking  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks,  it 
will  ultimately  mean  the  demise  of  the  fanner's  market,  which  serves  not  only  the 
Tenderloin,  Westem  Addition,  and  South  of  Market,  but  probably  many  p)eople  who 
are  working  here  today  and  are  here  today . 

"There  has  been  much  talk,  too,  about  doing  parking  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks  on 
Hyde  Street,  that  on  Wednesday  and  Sunday  they  could  be  allowed  all  the  parking  on 
that  street.  As  you  have  heard  today,  one  person  has  suggested  eliminating  a  little  of 
that  parking  to  expand  the  sidewalk  for  the  Pioneer  Monument.  We  feel  that  this  is 
really  not  a  long-term  or  adequate  solution.  There  are  a  lot  of  tmcks.  There  is  always  a 
lot  of  congestion  there,  even  without  our  trucks  parking  there,  and  it  really  has  just 
taken  away  more  parking  and  not  solved  the  solution.  So  we  really  want  to  advocate 
that  this  new  garage  that  is  being  studied  as  an  altemative  is  not  just  a  garage  for  cars, 
but  that  top  level  will  be  for  the  trucks  of  the  farmer's  market."  (Kelly  Cullen, 
Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 

Response 

As  the  EIR  states,  on  pp.  148  -  149,  there  are  no  current  plans  to  provide  parking 
for  the  trucks  and  vans  of  vendors  at  the  Farmers'  Market  after  the  elimination  of 
the  Fulton  Street  and  Marshall  Square  parking  area.  As  the  EER  states.  Farmers' 
Market  vendors  "would  face  more  difficulty  than  the  average  driver  in  finding 
substitute  off-street  parking  nearby  because  of  their  larger-than-average 
vehicles."  The  EIR  notes  that  some  vendors  would  be  expected  to  seek  parking 
on  Hyde  Street  and  that  coordinated  use  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  accommodating 
Farmers'  Market  vehicles  at  prescribed  times  could  reduce  these  impacts. 
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Up  to  about  40  vehicles  currently  may  park  illegally  in  the  center  of  Fulton  Street 
during  the  United  Nations  Plaza  (Heart  of  the  City)  Farmers'  Market,  which 
operates  on  Wednesdays  and  Sundays.  This  illegal  parking  would  not  be 
available  after  construction  began  on  the  project;  as  noted  in  the  previous 
paragraph,  use  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  by  Farmers '  Market  vendors  could 
reduce  the  impact  of  the  loss  of  this  parking.  Other  than  during  the  Wednesday 
session  of  the  Farmers'  Market,  illegal  parking  on  Fulton  Street  is  not  common  on 
weekdays./6/  (As  noted  on  EIR  p.  152,  Fulton  Street  is  used  for  parking  by  trucks 
waiting  to  unload  at  Brooks  Hall.  With  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall, 
this  truck  parking  would  no  longer  be  available.  The  EIR  includes  a  mitigation 
measure  that  could  be  adopted  by  the  operators  of  Brooks  Hall  (p.  182)  that  would 
provide  a  staging  area  for  these  trucks  to  minimize  disruption  to  Hyde  Street 
traffic  and  library  loading  activity.)  For  a  discussion  of  nighttime  parking  on 
Fulton  Street,  see  the  response  under  "West  Tenderloin  'entertainment  zone' 
parking,"  pp.  C&R.143  -  146. 

In  January  1992,  subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
approved  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  measure  to  fund 
constmction  of  a  370-space  addition  to  the  Civic  Center  Garage.  Detailed  design 
considerations,  which  could  include  the  possibility  of  parking  by  Farmers'  Market 
trucks,  probably  would  not  be  addressed  until  later  planning  stages.  The 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  would  have  responsibility  for  determining  whether  the  garage  addition 
would  accommodate  trucks.  It  is  likely  that  Farmers'  Market  pickup  tmcks  and 
vans  would  be  able  to  use  the  garage  addition,  if  built,  since  a  floor-to-ceiling 
height  of  SV2  feet  would  be  required  to  accommodate  disabled  persons'  vans./2,7/ 

The  DEIR  analyzes  a  570-space  garage  expansion  in  Altemative  F,  Project  with 
Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  pp.  207  -  209.  See  Altemative  F, 
pp.  C&R.226  -  228,  for  a  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  garage 
expansion  proposed  under  the  ballot  measure. 
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West  Tenderioin  "f.ntKftainment  zone"  parking 

Comment 

The  section  on  traffic  and  parking.  We  always  viewed  what  was  happening  on  the  east 
side  of  Civic  Center  as  the  creation  of  a  new  cultural  [axis]  with  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  and  the  library  as  being  two  very  unportant  blocks,  but  also  taking  into 
account  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  George  Coates  Performance  Works,  which  is  now  in 
residence  in  the  Great  Hall  at  Hastings.  All  of  these  institutions  and  auditoriums  are 
going  to  be  drawing  great  numbers  of  new  people  to  Civic  Center.  The  EIR  does 
recognize  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  library,  of  course.  It  makes  no  reference  to 
the  Orpheum  Theater,  other  than  a  brief  reference  to  its  loading  dock  capacity,  and 
does  not  acknowledge  the  existence  of  George  Coates  Performance  Works. 

"I  think  the  traffic  and  parking  study  needs  further  work  to  examine  the  potential  for 
traffic  and  parking  in  that  area  as  a  result  of  the  east  side  of  Civic  Center  being  a 
cultural  [axis].  And  I  would  certainly  urge  the  consultants  to  be  directed  to  talk  to  the 
management  of  the  Orpheum  Theater  to  see  if  they  plan  more  activities  there  as  the 
area  changes,  and  also  get  some  data  from  George  Coates  on  the  [attendance]  there." 
(Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

Parking  demand  for  the  project  (New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum)  was 
analyzed  during  the  midday  period  because  that  is  when  both  project  and 
surrounding  area  parking  demand  would  be  expected  to  be  greatest.  The 
proposed  New  Main  Library  would  include  an  auditorium  and  meeting  rooms 
seating  a  total  of  550  persons  (EIR  p.  37).  The  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum 
would  include  an  auditorium  /  theater  seating  about  400  persons  (EIR  p.  39). 
Trips  that  would  be  generated  by  these  uses  during  the  day  were  included  in  the 
overall  midday  trip  generation  and  parking  demand  analysis  for  both  the  New 
Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 

Nighttime  parking  demand  in  the  project  area  is  generally  lower  than  demand 
during  the  day  becau.se  of  the  absence  of  most  area  employees.  Project  demand, 
that  is.  the  project  impact,  at  night  would  be  lower  because  the  library  would  not 
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be  open  most  evenings  and  because  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  close  by 
8:00  p.m.  Nighttime  parking  demand  pattems  may  differ  from  daytime  because 
people  may  be  less  willing  to  walk  longer  distances  at  night  due  to  safety, 
scheduling,  and  other  concerns.  A  higher  percentage  of  patrons  of  the  various 
Civic  Center  performing  arts  sites  may  drive  at  night  compared  to  during  the  day. 
Patrons  of  the  major  performing  arts  uses  west  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  (i.e.,  San 
Francisco  Symphony,  San  Francisco  Opera,  San  Francisco  Ballet)  tend  to  park  in 
the  Performing  Arts  Garage  on  Grove  Street  or  in  nearby  surface  parking  lots.  As 
noted  on  EIR  p.  144,  the  Performing  Arts  Garage  does  not  reach  capacity  on  a 
regular  basis.  It  does  occasionally  reach  capacity  during  simultaneous 
presentations  by  the  Symphony  and  Opera./8/ 

The  Civic  Center  Gzirage  generally  operates  at  less  than  25  percent  capacity  in  the 
evenings,  but  does  reach  occupancy  of  60  percent  to  90  percent  during  major 
events  at  Civic  Auditorium  /  Brooks  Hall,  such  as  Pops  Concerts,  the  Volvo 
Tennis  toumament,  and  the  Harvest  Festival.  Such  events  occur  most  often  on 
Thursday,  Friday  and  Samrday  evenings,  and  occur  on  about  1 10  nights  over  the 
course  of  a  year./9/ 

The  2,500-seat  Orpheum  Theater,  on  Market  Street  at  Hyde  Street  (across  Hyde 
Street  from  the  site  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library),  has  performances  daily 
about  12  to  16  weeks  per  year,  on  average;  approximately  half  of  the 
performances  sell  out,  and  most  fiU  more  than  50  percent  of  the  house./lO/ 
Observations  indicate  that  the  Marshall  Square  parking  lot  (site  of  proposed  New 
Main  Library),  and  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  £ind  Hyde  Streets  (site  of 
proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall)  are  heavily  used  by  Orpheum  patrons.  The 
130-space  Marshall  Square  lot  can  accommodate  60  additional  cars  (190  total) 
with  valet  operations  in  the  evening.  Parking  on  Fulton  Street  on  evenings  of 
peak  demand  can  include  up  to  about  40  illegally  parked  (but  normally 
unticketed)  vehicles  down  the  center  of  the  block.  Despite  observed 
greater-than-capacity  conditions  at  Marshall  Square  and  Fulton  Street,  on-street 
parking  was  found  to  be  available  around  the  Civic  Center,  farther  from  the 
Orpheum  than  the  Marshall  Square  lot  or  Fulton  Street,  within  two  blocks  of 
Civic  Center  Plaza./l  1/ 
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The  George  Coates  Perfomiance  Works,  an  independent  theater  company, 
performs  in  a  250-seat  auditorium  at  1 10  McAllister  Street,  near  Leavenworth 
Street,  about  one  block  from  the  existing  Main  Library.  Performances  currently 
run  Thursday  through  Sunday;  no  information  was  available  concerning 
frequency  of  shows  during  the  year.  Saturday  shows  generally  sell  out.  The 
Performance  Works  refers  patrons  who  inquire  about  parking  to  the  Civic  Center 
Gar  age  ./1 2/ 

Upon  completion  of  the  project,  both  Fulton  Street  and  Marshall  Square  parking 
would  no  longer  be  available.  It  can  be  assumed  that  theater  patrons  who 
currently  park  at  those  two  locations  would  attempt  to  find  parking  on-street  or  at 
the  Civic  Center  Garage.  Including  illegal  parking  on  Fulton  Street  and  valet 
parking  in  the  Marshall  Square  lot,  at  peak  evening  parking  demand,  about 
320  vehicles  would  be  displaced  by  the  project  and  could  be  expected  to  use 
parking  in  Civic  Center  Garage./13/  These  vehicles  could  be  accommodated  in 
the  garage  on  most  nights,  when  more  than  50  percent  of  the  garage  (more  than 
420  spaces)  is  vacant.  Should  this  demand  occur  at  peak  evening  demand  for 
Civic  Center  Garage  (90  percent  occupancy,  approximately  85  spaces  available), 
there  would  be  a  shortfall  of  about  235  spaces  in  the  garage  (without  expansion), 
causing  drivers  to  seek  on-street  parking,  or  off-street  parking  at  other  locations. 
Parking  demand  from  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  auditoriums 
and  meeting  rooms  with  both  at  full  capacity  (0.25  parking  spaces  demanded  per 
seat)  would  be  approximately  240  additional  spaces./14/  Therefore,  about 
560  additional  spaces  (320  +  240)  would  be  needed  under  these  infrequent 
maximum-demand  conditions  (i.e.,  major  events  at  Civic  Auditorium  /  Brooks 
Hall,  a  full  house  at  the  Orpheum  Theater,  and  full  auditoriums  and  meeting 
rooms  in  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  (probably  fewer  than 
40  nights  per  year,  based  on  evening  events  at  Brooks  Hall  and  Civic 
Auditorium)),  without  expansion  of  the  garage.  Drivers  would  be  expected  to 
seek  parking  on-street  or  off-street  farther  away,  or  to  increase  their  use  of 
BART  /  Metro.  As  noted  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.137  -  138,  midday  paiicing 
surveys  in  both  the  EIR  study  area  and  in  the  larger  Tenderloin  parking  study  area 
showed  available  spaces,  and,  as  noted  here,  more  parking  is  expected  to  be 
available  in  the  evening  because  of  the  absence  of  most  area  employees. 
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Parking  would  thus  be  available  in  the  greater  project  area  to  meet  those 
peak-demand  conditions.  Altematively,  perception  of  limited  evening  parking  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  a  particular  theater  or  auditorium  could  cause  use  of 
other  forms  of  transportation,  such  as  transit  and  taxis. 

CONSTRUCTION  TRAFRC 

Comment 

"Also,  we  didn't  see  any  information  regarding  any  changed  bus  routes,  especially  the 
19  and  No.  5,  and  that  there  be  large  signs  posted  as  to  where  the  bus  has  been  moved 
to  and  then  also  posted  maps  as  to  the  new  routes."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 

"Rerouting  of  both  public  transit  and  private  cars.  We  should  be  notified  prior  to  any 
rerouting  of  standard  routes."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 

"I  would  like  to  echo  what  the  people  from  the  West  Block  Association  have  said.  I 
would  also  like  to  ask  that  consideration  for  the  handicapped,  as  far  as  when  they  have 
transportation  issues,  such  as  a  19  bus,  which  is  partially  accessible  to  the 
handicapped,  prior  notification  at  least  five  days  in  advance  of  route  changes." 
(Edward  Evans,  NOMPC) 

"Also,  it  doesn't  address  whether  or  not  McAllister  or  Larkin  will  ever  be  closed,  and 
we  feel  that  the  residents  should  always  be  able  to  drive  on  the  blocks  and  park  in  our 
garages."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 

"Also,  it  is  suggested  weekend  work  by  PG&E  on  streets  be  taking  place  on  weekends 
and  off  peak  hours.  We  feel  that  that  should  not  happen.  That  should  happen  during 
the  daytime  because,  once  again,  you  know,  our  only  respite  from  all  of  this  will  be 
during  the  off  pcciks  and  weekend  hours."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 

Response 

As  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  154-157,  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets 
would  be  the  only  street  expected  to  be  closed  during  the  construction  period.  It 
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is  therefore  not  anticipated  that  any  MUNI  lines  would  be  temporarily  rerouted 
during  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  or  remodeling  of  the  existing  library 
building./15/  MUNI  is  the  City  agency  responsible  for  notification  of  route 
changes. 

The  scheduling  of  construction  truck  traffic  is  generally  designed  to  avoid  the 
a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours  to  minimize  traffic  disruption.  Utility  and  other 
construction-related  activity  (especially  noisy  activity)  is  similarly  scheduled  to 
minimize  traffic  disruption  and  minimize  impacts  on  neighboring  land  uses  (see 
Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  182-183). 

The  decision  makers  would  balance  these  concems  in  adopting  mitigation 
measures  for  project  construction. 

NOTES  -  Transportation 

/I/    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

Ill    Nelson,  Steve,  Capital  Improvements  Advisory  Committee  staff  director,  telephone 
conversation,  January  27,  1992;  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  "Civic  Center 
Garage  Expansion  Bond  Program  Report,"  November  1991. 

/3/    Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates,  1991  Tenderloin/Civic  Center  Parking  Survey,  July. 

/4/    The  parking  analysis  was  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  in  April  1991  for 
Envirormiental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  and  was  incorporated  into  the  EIR. 

151    Carlsen,  William,  "Some  Muni  Drivers  Still  Aren't  Pulling  to  Curb,"  San  Francisco 
Chronicle,  January  17,  1992,  p.  A21. 

/6/    Cafferata,  Mary  Ann,  Parking  Enforcement  Supervisor,  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic,  interview,  February  2,  1992. 

ni    Hagerty,  Kevin,  Director.  Parking  Authority,  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 
telephone  conversation,  January  29,  1992. 

/8/    Whitaker,  Don,  Regional  Manager,  Five-Star  Parking  (Performing  Arts  Garage), 
telephone  conversation,  January  22,  1992. 

191    Foshee,  Jerry,  Manager,  Civic  Center  Plaza  Garage,  telephone  conversation,  January  27, 
1992. 

/lO/  Heagy,  Paftv.  House  Manager,  Orpheum  Theater,  telephone  conversation,  January  22, 
1992. 
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/II/  Observations  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  Friday,  January  17,  1992, 

8:00  to  8:30  p.m.,  and  Wednesday,  January  29,  1992,  9:30  to  10:00  p.m.  On  both  nights, 
the  Orpheum  Theater  presented  shows.  The  Symphony  presented  a  concert  at  Davies 
Hall  on  January  29.  On  both  nights,  the  Marshall  Square  parking  lot  was  above  capacity 
(more  than  130  cars)  with  valet  operations:  Fulton  Street  was  above  capacity  (more  than 
90  cars)  with  parking  in  the  middle  of  the  street,  and  the  Civic  Center  Garage  was  less 
than  one-third  full.  On-street  parking  was  available  around  the  perimeter  of  Civic 
Center  Plaza  on  both  nights.  (Information  on  Marshall  Square  lot  valet  operations  from 
parking  lot  attendant,  January  29,  1992.) 

/1 2/  Daier,  Julia,  Box  Office  Clerk,  George  Coates  Performance  Works,  telephone 
conversation,  January  22,  1992. 

/1 3/  Displaced  vehicles  at  night  would  include  up  to  190  from  Marshall  Square  lot  (130 
capacity  +  60  valet-parked  cars)  and  up  to  130  from  Fulton  Street  (90  capacity  +  40 
parked  in  center  of  street). 

/1 4/  Parking  demand  rate  estimate  based  on  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  Parking 
Principles,  1971. 

/1 5/  Lowe,  Jim,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI),  telephone 
conversation,  February  10,  1992. 


CONSTRUCTION  AIR  QUALITY 


Comment 


"Also,  that  the  items  be  wet  down  more  than  twice  daily,  ideally,  four  times  daily,  and 
that  there  be  some  wetting  down  at  the  end  of  the  constmction  day."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 


"Many  of  the  seniors  and  disabled  have  respiratory  problems  and  they  have  to  stay 
away  from  dust  and  other  pollutants  that  will  be  caused  by  this  construction.  So  I  urge 
that  there  be  something  done  to  eliminate  the  greater  percentage  of  the  pollutants  that 
will  be  in  the  air  at  that  time."  (Edward  Evans,  NOMPC) 


Response 


EIR  p.  183  includes  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  require  the  contractor  to 
sprinkle  water  at  least  twice  daily  (emphasis  added).  The  measure  is  intended  to 
require  wetting  the  surface  enough  to  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions,  but  avoid 
creating  mud  to  be  carried  onto  paved  surfaces,  for  instance  by  heavy  trucks,  and 
thereby  result  in  dust  entrained  into  the  air. 
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CX)NSTRUCnON  NOISE 

Comment 

"I  work  as  a  Librarian  I  at  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library.  The  Health  and  Safety 
Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  has  authorized  me  to  write  to  you  on 
their  behalf  as  well.  I  would  like  to  respectfully  submit  the  following  comments  about 
the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  Draft  Impact  Environmental  Report  90.808E.  I  find 
your  department's  EIR  to  be  incomplete  regarding  the  issue  of  noise  and  noise 
abatement  during  the  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library. 

"First,  the  EIR  is  deficient  in  omitting  a  description  of  the  normal  acoustic 
environment  in  a  properly  functioning  library.  A  library  is  traditionally  thought  of  as  a 
quiet  place  full  of  people  reading  and  studying.  A  major  part  of  a  librarian's  work  is 
answering  what  we  call  reference  questions  -  requests  by  members  of  the  public  for 
information,  sometimes  very  detailed  information.  This  interchange  between  the 
librarian  and  the  library  patron  often  requires  a  substantial  amount  of  verbal 
negotiation  to  make  certain  that  the  patron's  question  is  fully  understood.  It  should 
further  be  remembered  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  is  the  only  place  that 
many  people  in  the  City  can  go  to  get  information.  Additionally,  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Library  contains  materials  that  are  unique  to  San  Francisco  as  well  as  materials 
unique  to  the  world. 

"TTie  EIR  reports  that  there  will  be  times  when  noise  would  interfere  with  indoor 
activities  in  nearby  offices  and  residences'  (p.  168).  [It]  further  notes  that  this 
disturbance  will  be  'temporary.'  Tlie  report  does  not  say  what  temporary  means,  i.e., 
which  phases  of  construction  will  produce  intmsive  noise  and  for  how  long.  It 
furthermore  is  not  explicit  about  how  drastically  the  indoor  activities  described  above 
will  be  affected  by  this  sonic  intmsion  ....  and  what  exactly  these  activities  are.  For 
instance,  a  reference  interview  conducted  over  the  telephone  would  be  nearly 
impossible  in  a  noisy  environment." 
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"The  EIR  notes  that  a  'conventional,  unmuffled  and  unshielded  pile  driver  emits  a 
noise  level  of  101  dBA  at  50  ft.'  -  this  is  louder  than  standing  next  to  an  accelerating 
MUNI  bus  (pp.  166,  A-63).  It  continues:  'the  existing  library  site,  approximately 
150  ft.  from  the  proposed  construction  site,  would  experience  interior  noise  levels  of 
83  dBA  with  windows  open  and  73  dBA  with  closed.'  The  report,  however,  does  not 
examine  the  full  implications  of  this  statement.  The  normal  ambient  sound  level  in  the 
library  probably  lies  between  40  and  45  dBA.  A  normal  conversation  takes  place  at  a 
loudness  level  of  around  50  dBA.  The  projected  noise  [levels]  during  construction  are 
substantially  higher  than  this,  even  if  the  windows  remain  closed.  I  should 
additionally  emphasize  that  the  Main  Library  becomes  stuffy  and  unpleasant  when  the 
windows  remained  closed. 

"In  conclusion  I  believe  the  EIR  has  the  following  shortcomings:  1)  it  does  not  note 
how  significant,  important,  and  unique  the  collections  of  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Library  are;  2)  it  does  not  adequately  describe  the  sound  environment  of  the  current 
Main  Library;  3)  it  does  not  explain  how  the  public's  access  to  material  and 
information  at  the  Main  Library  will  be  impaired  during  constmction  due  to 
constmction  noise;  4)  does  not  state  the  expected  duration  of  the  loudest  periods  of 
constmction  (for  instance,  during  pUe  driving);  5)  does  not  explicitly  state  what  noise 
abatement  measures  will  be  taken  [during]  the  construction  of  the  project."  (Jason 
Gibbs) 

Response 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (1)  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  comment,  while 
it  is  acknowledged  that  the  Main  Library  collections  are  unique,  this  in  and  of 
itself,  raises  no  environmental  issues  regarding  constmction  noise. 

Regarding  point  (2),  the  EIR  assumed  that  the  Main  Library  is  a  quiet  use, 
sensitive  to  disruption  from  constmction  noise.  For  informational  purposes, 
several  short-term  noise  measurements  were  taken  within  the  existing  Main 
Library  in  January  1992  to  characterize  the  ambient  noise  levels.  The  quietest 
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location  was  the  third-floor  San  Francisco  History  Room,  where  the  noise  level 
was  approximately  54  dBA,  while  the  noisiest  location  (57  dBA)  was  on  the  first 
floor  in  the  Art,  Music  and  Recreation  reference  area./l/  These  interior  noise 
measurements  were  taken  near  the  southem  wails  of  the  building,  the  closest  area 
to  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  construction.  Even  on  a  January  day,  some 
windows  were  open  on  all  floors,  which  supports  the  commenter's  statement  that 
the  librzuy  may  become  stuffy.  The  first  and  third  floors  have  reference  desks 
along  the  southem  wall;  the  second  floor  has  book  stacks  and  video  tape  shelves. 
The  area  that  would  be  most  affected  by  construction  noise  would  be  the  third 
floor  in  the  special  collections  and  San  Francisco  History  Room  areas.  The 
reference  personnel  have  desks  against  the  southem  wall  and  the  reference  desk 
itself  is  along  the  southem  wall. 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (3),  the  EIR  notes  on  p.  168  that  during  pile 
driving,  the  noisiest  phase  of  construction,  interior  noise  levels  in  the  existing 
Main  Library  could  reach  about  83  dBA  with  windows  open,  and  73  dBA  with 
windows  closed,  making  study  difficult.  These  noise  levels  could  also  disrupt 
conversation,  such  as  between  librarians  and  patrons.  The  sixth  sentence  of  the 
second  pcuagraph  on  DEIR  p.  168  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

These  noise  levels  could  make  study  difficult,  and  could  disrupt 
conversation  between  library  patrons  and  staff. 

As  noted  in  Table  9,  EIR  p.  166,  the  loudest  phases  of  the  construction  process 
other  than  pile  driving  would  be  the  excavation  and  the  exterior  finishing  phases. 
These  would  produce  noise  levels  of  89  dBA  (constmction  noise  levels  are 
estimated  at  50  feet  from  the  source);  at  the  closest  residence  and  at  the  existing 
library  (approximately  150-200  feet  away),  the  exterior  noise  level  woidd  be 
77  dBA.  Interior  noise  levels  would  be  about  10-15  dBA  lower  with  windows 
open,  and  with  windows  closed,  the  noise  level  from  the  two  noisiest  phases 
would  be  reduced  to  approximately  57  dBA. 

The  structural  erection  phase  would  be  the  longest  construction  phase,  at 

26  weeks,  as  noted  in  Table  9.  The  exterior  noise  level  from  that  phase  would  be 
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85  dBA  at  50  feet.  At  the  closest  residence  and  at  the  existing  library,  the  exterior 
noise  level  would  be  73  dBA.  At  those  locations,  interior  noise  levels  would  be 
about  10-15  dBA  lower  with  windows  open,  and  with  windows  closed  the  noise 
level  would  be  reduced  to  approximately  53  dBA. 

Together,  the  greatest  ambient  and  construction  noise  levels  (except  during  pile 
driving)  would  be  about  60  dBA  (existing  ambient  noise  level  plus  constmction 
noise  of  57  dBA)  inside  the  library  on  the  south  side  of  the  building  with 
windows  closed.  With  an  ambient  noise  level  of  60  dBA,  communication  would 
continue  to  be  possible  at  distances  associated  with  use  of  the  reference  desk 
(about  three  or  four  feet),  cilthough  such  communication  may  require  speakers  to 
raise  their  voice  level  to  a  moderate  degree. /2/  Communication  at  60  dBA  would 
not  be  considered  difficult./2/ 

With  windows  open,  interior  ambient  noise  levels  on  the  south  side  could  reach 
67  dBA.  Generally,  at  a  distance  of  four  feet  between  the  speaker  and  the 
listener,  67  dBA  represents  the  ambient  level  at  which  communication  would 
begin  to  be  difficult./2/  (If  the  library  windows  were  closed  on  the  south  side  of 
the  building  during  the  noisiest  construction  activities  the  effect  on  conversations 
would  be  reduced. 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (4),  EIR  p.  165  notes  that  the  construction  of 
the  New  Main  Library  would  take  place  over  a  period  of  about  30  months.  The 
projected  phases  of  constmction  are  shown  in  Table  9,  p.  166,  with  an  estimated 
duration  and  average  noise  level.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  166,  "pile  driving  would 
occur  uitermittently  over  about  four  weeks  for  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library;  hammering  would  occur  during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  period  for  each 
pile."  Thus  pile  driving  would  affect  normal  library  operations  over  this 
four- week  period.  With  respect  to  hearing  damage,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  167,  the 
actual  impacts  from  pile  driving  for  the  New  Main  Library  would  occur  no  more 
than  five  minutes  every  hour,  and  the  noise  impacts  from  pile  driving  would 
therefore  occur  approximately  40  minutes  per  day  over  four  weeks  (less  time  for 
the  Asian  Art  Museum  addition  to  the  existing  library  building).  As  noted  in  the 
EIR,  it  is  possible  that  the  pile  driving  could  be  carried  out  during  nighttime  hours 
if  it  were  determined  to  be  less  disruptive  at  that  time;  however,  this  could  disturb 
area  residents. 
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As  noted  on  EIR  p.  165,  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  limits  the  hours  of 
construction  (to  minimize  noise  effects);  there  would  be  times  during  the  library's 
open  hours  that  even  tlie  southern  wall  windows  could  be  opened  with  no 
disturbance,  such  as  evenings  when  the  library  is  open  if  most  construction 
activity  were  to  occur  during  the  day. 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (5),  see  Noise  mitigation  measures  on  EIR  pp. 
183  -  184,  which  identify  consultation  by  the  project  sponsors  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  regarding  the  tuning  of  pile  driving,  use  of 
state-of-the  art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices,  and  predrilling  of  pile  holes 
where  feasible  as  means  adopted  by  the  sponsors  to  reduce  construction  noise. 
These  measures  are  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  184,  including  the  text  change  on  p.  C&R.166,  the  project 
sponsor  for  the  New  Main  Library  has  rejected  installation  of  noise  barriers.  This 
and  other  measures  could  be  required  by  the  decision  makers. 

Comment 

"I'm  a  member  of  the  West  Block  Tenants  Association,  a  group  of  concerned  tenants 
from  250  McAllister,  260  McAllister,  270  McAllister,  and  324  Larkin.  We  are 
concerned  about.  No.  1,  noise  levels  in  proximity  of  especially  250,  260,  and  270 
[McAllister  Street],  during  pile  driving.  I  understand  that  the  noise  levels  could  be  as 
much  as  40  decibels  clean  up  to  90  decibels  and  more.  Also,  No.  2,  dust  impact.  At 
12  miles  an  hour  average  wind  velocity,  along  McAllister  a  lot  of  debris,  dust  and 
debris  can  be  kicked  up,  and  occasional  gusts  of  40  miles  an  hour  can  multiply  in  the 
situation. 

"We  believe  a  reliable,  viable,  respectable  plan  of  control  should  be  implemented. 
Working  hours  along  the  same  lines,  a  reliable,  respectable  plan  of  work  hours. 
Normal  working  hours  should  be  implemented."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block 
Tenants  Association) 

"Also,  that  the  loud  noises  be  limited  between  8:00  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m.  and  only  for  the 
five  days  of  the  week.  Monday  through  Friday,  and  not  on  weekends." 
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"It  has  been  suggested  in  the  EIR  that  pile  driving  be  done  at  night.  We  live  there  24 
hours  and  would  like  to  sleep,  and  nighttime  will  actually  be  our  only  respite  from  the 
constmction  that  will  be  going  on.  Also,  that  the  workers  are  respectful  during  the 
early  moming  and  nighttime.  You  know,  no  loud  yelling  and  cursing,  et  cetera." 
(Phyllis  Hersch) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  Specific  noise  mitigation  measures,  including 
limitations  on  the  time  of  pile  driving,  the  noisiest  constmction  activity,  are 
identified  on  pp.  183  -  184  of  the  EIR.  The  project  sponsor,  in  consultation  with 
the  Department  of  Public  Works,  would  have  to  determine  the  time  for  pile 
driving  that  would  be  least  dismptive  to  neighboring  uses.  EIR  p.  183  contains  a 
mitigation  measure  that  would  reduce  effects  of  dust  during  construction. 

NOTES  -  Construction  Noise 

III    Noise  measurements  are  presented  in  dBA,  Leq,  the  energy-equivalent  noise  level.  See 
footnote  2  on  EIR  p.  169. 

Ill    Office  of  the  Scientific  Assistant,  USEPA  Noise  Effects  Handbook,  July  1981 . 

OPERATIONAL  NOISE 

Comment 

"I  had  spent  much  considerable  time  working  under  the  dome  of  the  British  Museum 
Library,  where  the  slapping  of  a  book  or  shifting  of  a  chair  caused  great  environmental 
chaos.  The  center  piece,  if  I  may  use  a  pun,  the  tour  de  force  of  [the  New  Main]  is  a 
dome  with  great  reflective  surfaces.  Shielding  this  space  by  glass  on  the  protrusion  of 
balconies  conflicts  with  this  great  architectural  tour  de  force.  And  its  concept  and  in 
its  central  focus,  this  design  is  terribly  flawed  and  should  go  down  to  ground  zero  and 
start  over  again.  That  is  the  problem.  There  is  nothing  in  this  report  that  deals  with 
the  fundamental  environmental  flaw  of  working  from  this  kind  of  a  dome."  (Bernard 
Choden,  SFT) 
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Response 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  dome  over  the  central  atrium  would  have 
the  potential  to  reflect  noise.  The  building's  acoustical  consultant  does  not 
believe  that  this  reflected  noise  would  disturb  library  patrons  or  employees 
because  work  and  study  areas  would  not  be  located  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
atrium  and  because  noise-absorbing  materials  would  be  used  throughout  the 
building. /I/ 

The  New  Main  Library  would  not  experience  reflected  noise  to  the  degree  that 
occurs  in  the  British  Museum,  where  nearly  the  entire  main  reading  room  is 
covered  by  a  dome. 

NOTE  -  Operational  Noise 

/I/    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

GEOLOGY  ANT)  SFTSMTnTY 

Comment 

"The  proposed  seismic  upgrade  of  the  existing  library  building  would  meet,  or  exceed, 
the  seismic  force  resistance  requirements  of  the  1973  Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC). 
However,  those  seismic  parameters  were  based  on  Seismic  Zone  3  conditions. 
Currently,  Seismic  Zone  4  conditions  are  specified  for  the  San  Francisco  area  in  the 
1991  edition  of  UBC.  Use  of  1973  UBC.  rather  than  the  1991  standards,  should  be 
addres.sed  in  the  Final  EIR. "  (Luree  Stetson,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  State 
Department  of  Conservation) 

Response 

The  following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  172  of  the  DEIR: 

The  seismic  upgrade  of  the  existing  Main  Library  would  meet,  or  exceed, 
the  seismic  force  resistance  requirements  of  the  1991  Uniform  Building 
Code. /5  a/ 
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The  following  note  is  added  on  p.  175  of  the  DEIR,  after  Note  5: 

/5a/   Niewiarowski,  Richard,  Principal,  Rutherford  &  Chekene,  Structural 
Engineers,  telephone  conversation,  February  3,  1992. 

Comment 

"Page  174  of  the  report  says  as  follows:  'Existing  Main  Library  buildings  sustained  no 
structural  damage  as  a  result  of  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.'  This  is  news  to  me.  I 
thought  that  there  was  significant  damage.  I  have  not  seen  what  it  is,  but  I  have  been 
led  to  believe.  So  I  would  ask  that  the  EIR  people  take  a  look  at  that  statement.  Russ 
Abel  is  quoted.  That's  a  quotation  from  Russ,  and  he  may  be  misquoted.  Maybe  Mr. 
Karasick  can  come  on  and  make  it  later  on."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

As  noted  on  p.  174  of  the  EIR,  the  existing  library  building  did  not  sustain 
structural  damage  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  although  the  book  stack 
area  was  closed  because  the  stacks  were  loosened  from  the  interior  walls. 

Comment 

"Also,  seismic  facts  of  the  pile  driving  should  be  considered.  As  you  know,  when  you 
drive  piles  into  bedrock  that  other  residences  are  sitting  on,  a  whole  lot  of  shaking  will 
be  going  on."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 

Response 

EIR  p.  167  notes  that  vibration  from  pile  driving  can  be  more  disturbing  than  the 
noise  generated.  As  noted  on  p.  167,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  may 
impose  conditions  on  pile  driving,  depending  on  circumstances.  (Refer  also  to 
Mitigation,  p.  183) 
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HAZARDS 

Comment 

"Now.  in  here  also  the  data  represents  the  Committee  to  Investigate  Electromagnetic 
Radiation  —  at  your  behest  this  committee  was  formed  and  has  been  meeting  for  the 
last  three  years  at  the  Public  Health  Department.  This  was  after  Sutro  Tower 
requested  an  expansion  of  their  facilities."  (Ramona  Albright,  Coalition  of  SF 
Neighborhoods) 

"It  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  CIER  that  the  CARD  CATALOG  of  the  new 
library  will  be  replaced  by  ONLY  COMPUTERS. 

"CIER  was  requested  to  testify  here  today  regarding  the  proposed  elimination  of  the 
conventional  card  catalogue  and  replacing  it  with  strictly  computers.  That  means  that 
children  and  pregnant  ladies  would  be  exposed,  if  you  believe  the  mountains  of 
literature,  to  potentially  dangerous  electromagnetic  radiation  every  time  they  sit  in 
front  of  that  screen. 

"The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  you  commissioners  have  been  advised,  in  the  past,  of 
the  dangers  to  human  health  from  VIDEO  DISPLAY  TERMINALS.  Children  and 
prenatal  women  are  at  especially  high  risk. 

"You  might  want  to  consider  two  preventive  measures: 

"  1 )     duplicate  the  computer  access  with  the  conventional  card  catalog  and 

"2)     require  the  new  display  terminals  are  equipped  with  state  of  the  art  screens 
which  claim  to  eliminate  SOME  of  the  electromagnetic  radiation." 
(Ramona  M.  Albright,  Committee  to  Investigate  Electromagnetic  Radiation) 

Resp^mse 

TTie  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted  a  Video  Display  Terminal  (VDT)  ordinance  in 
December  1990;  the  law  took  effect  on  January  26.  1991.  The  ordinance  applies 
to  employees  who  use  a  VDT  for  at  least  four  hours  per  shift,  and  would  apply  to 
employees  of  the  New  Main  Library.  Library  patrons  (including  children  and 
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prenatal  women)  are  not  covered  by  the  ordinance;  however,  they  would  not  be 
expected  to  use  the  computerized  system  for  any  length  of  time,  limiting  their 
exposure  to  electromagnetic  radiation. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  include  a  computerized  catalogue  system,  with 
VDTs,  rather  than  a  physical  card  catalogue  to  eliminate  the  time  spent  on 
updating  /  replacing  and  revising  the  current  card  system.  Maintenance  and  ease 
of  retrieval  with  a  computerized  system  would  save  staff  time  and  allow  patrons 
access  to  more  updated  materials;  retaining  and  updating  a  traditional  card 
catalogue  would  be  more  expensive. 

Newer  VDT  screens,  such  as  those  that  would  be  used  in  the  New  Main  Library, 
have  decreased  the  electromagnetic  radiation  emitted  by  VDTs,  compared  to 
older  equipment./l/  The  VDT  ordinance  would  require  that  New  Main  Library 
employees  be  apprised  of  updated  health  and  safety  information. 

The  ordinance  mandates  a  training  program  for  employees,  which  is  currently 
being  developed  and  expected  to  be  completed  in  March  or  AprU  1992.  This 
program  will  include  information  on  the  possible  health  effects  from 
electromagnetic  radiation,  health  effects  from  poorly  designed  work  stations, 
protective  measures,  and  a  summary  of  the  latest  research  into  potential  VDT 
hazards.  Operators  and  supervisors  will  be  required  to  receive  training  on  an 
annual  basis./l/ 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  provisions  of  the 
ordinance  which  include  work  station  requirements,  time  constraints  on  repetitive 
keyboard  work,  and  training  on  possible  health  effects  and  protective  measures. 

NOTE  -  Hazards 

III    Lee,  Richard,  Senior  Industrial  Hygienist,  San  Francisco  Health  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  January  27,  1992. 
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COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Comment 

"It  should  also  be  noted  in  the  final  EIR  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has 
received  a  request  from  the  community  to  construct  a  temporary  tot  lot  play  area  at  the 
northeast  comer  of  Civic  Center  Plaza.  The  Park  and  Open  Space  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  is  considering  a  recommendation  to  allocate  funds  for  this  purpose.  If  the 
proposed  tot  lot  is  approved  and  constructed,  this  new  play  area  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  additional  shadow  in  the  morning  (possibly  a  high-use  period  for  childcare 
providers),  construction  noise  (from  truck  traffic,  pile  driving,  and  general 
construction),  decreased  air  quality  related  to  construction  activity  (especially 
demolition  and  excavation  activity),  and  increased  traffic  congestion."  (Mary  E. 
Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  Shadow  effects  of  the  project  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  are 
discussed  on  p.  109  of  the  EIR  and  on  p.  C&R.128  of  this  Comments  and 
Responses  document.  Construction-generated  dust  is  discussed  on  p.  164  of  the 
EIR  and  on  p.  C&R.148  of  this  document,  and  the  EIR,  p.  183,  includes  a  related 
mitigation  measure  included  in  the  project.   Construction  noise  is  discussed  on  p. 
168  of  the  EIR  and  on  pp.  C&R  149  -  154  of  this  document,  and  EIR  p.  184 
includes  a  mitigation  measure  under  consideration  which  could  be  required  by  the 
decision  makers.  Traffic  is  discussed  in  Section  IV. D.,  pp.  1 19  -  159  (see 
especiaUy  pp.  129  -  137  and  pp  154  -  157).  Also  see  p.  C&R.  129  of  this 
document. 

OVPR  AT .Ir  rON.STPUrrfON  IMPACTS 

Comraeiii 

"Now,  this  is  not  the  first  time  we  have  gone  through  demolition  and  construction  of 
property  around  our  properties,  and  we  don't  want  the  negligent,  disrespectful  crap  to 
go  on  this  time,  too."  (Matthew  Bixby.  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 
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"I'm  a  tenant  in  260  McAllister  Street.  I  feel  that  the  EIR  doesn't  adequately  address 
the  impact  that  the  residents  directly  across  from  the  existing  library  will  receive  in 
that.  Suggestions  that  should  also  be  added  to  mitigate  the  problems  or 
inconveniences  that  arise  are:  First,  to  create  a  liaison  to  the  residents  of  the 
immediate  area.  And  that  would  include  the  west  block  area,  as  well  as  the  two 
residential  hotels,  to  talk  about  what  will  happen  before  the  construction  begins,  and 
someone  we  can  caU  with  the  issues  during  construction  times  who  can  help  solve 
these  problems. 

"Thirdly,  a  notification  of  residents  that  are  in  all  the  buildings  every  three  to  four 
weeks  of  the  schedule  of  what  is  happening,  the  times  and  types  of  activities,  how  long 
they  will  go  on,  the  effect  to  us  during  that  time  period,  the  noise  level,  dust,  et  cetera. 

"We  have  a  significant  nimiber  of  elderly  and  people  on  disability  who  spend  the 
majority  of  their  time  in  their  homes  on  McAllister  and  on  Larkin  Street.  Construction 
will  adversely  affect  us  for,  it  appears,  30  months  for  the  new  library,  and  after  that, 
two  more  months  for  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum,  which  is  a  total  of  54  months,  if  I 
am  correct.  And,  eventually,  it  is  also  discussed  that  450  McAllister  Street  will  be 
under  construction  and  potentially  the  construction  on  Golden  Gate  behind  us,  which 
would  mean  that  three  sides  of  us  will  have  construction  24  hours. 

"We  would  suggest  that  also  because  we  have  no  air  conditioning  and  we  have  to  keep 
our  windows  open  during  the  warmer  times  that  a  fund  be  created  for  those  people  who 
are  going  to  be  affected,  and  also  I  assume  the  residents  of  the  hotels,  to  provide  for 
periodic  cleaning  of  the  debris  and  dust  that  will  get  inside  and  outside,  also  repair  of 
items  broken  due  to  constmction.  Previously,  we  have  had  electronic  apparatus  in 
apartments  destroyed  by  all  the  dust  that  comes  in,  and  also  a  fund  to  create  day  trips 
or  weekend  trips  to  allow  us  to  get  away  from  the  constant  dirt,  traffic,  construction  for 
potentially  three  to  five  years."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 
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Response 

Mitigation  measures  related  to  construction  traffic,  air  quality  and  noise  are 
identified  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  181-184.  Issues  concerning  notification  of  nearby 
residents  and  workers,  damage  to  personal  property,  and  other  concerns  of 
persons  in  nearby  land  uses  are  not  properly  examined  in  the  EIR,  but  rather  are 
issues  to  be  resolved  between  the  project  sponsor  and/or  constmction  manager 
and  occupants  of  these  nearby  uses. 

TTie  City  would  have  a  designated  neighborhood  liaison  during  construction  of  the 
New  Main  Library,  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  have  a  project  manager 
who  could  serve  a  similar  function./l,2/ 

NOTES  -  Overall  Construction  Impacts 

III    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

Ill    Teichman,  Judith,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  telephone  conversation, 
January  21,  1992. 

MmGAHON  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINTMlTy  PnTENTLAJL  ADVERSE 
IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 

ARCHITECTURAL,  HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
Comment 

"In  CHAPTER  V,  MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE 
POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT,  a  new  section  caUed 
ARCHITECTURAL  AND  HISTORICAL  RESOURCES,  is  merited.  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB) 

Response 

As  noted  on  p.  C&R.93  -95,  the  proposed  changes  to  the  existing  Main  Library 
building,  including  removal  of  inscriptions,  removal  of  the  cement  statues  above 
the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  and  lengthening  of  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street 
side  of  the  building,  and  the  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  interior  of 
the  building,  would  contravene  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for 
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Rehabilitation."  These  changes  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural, 
Historical  and  Cultural  Resources,  on  this  building,  which  is  identified  as 
contributory  within  two  Historic  Districts. 


Mitigation  of  this  impact,  that  is,  eliminating  these  changes  from  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  development  program,  is  available.  Accordingly,  Chapter  V., 
Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize  Potential  Adverse  Impacts  of  the 
Project,  beginning  on  DEIR  p.  179,  is  revised  as  follows: 

On  p.  179,  after  the  third  paragraph,  the  heading,  "CULTURAL  RESOURCES"  is 
replaced  by  the  heading, "  ARCHrTECTURAL,  HISTORICAL  AND 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES. 

On  p.  180,  after  the  third  paragraph,  the  subheading,  "MEASURES  UNDER 
CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS"  is  added,  and  the 
following  mitigation  measures  are  added: 

•  The  Asian  Art  Museum,  upon  assuming  jurisdiction  over  the  existing  Main 
Library  building,  could  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building  that 
would  not  remove  the  inscription  identifying  and  dedicating  the  existing 
Main  Library  building,  the  inscribed  names  of  literary  figures  on  the  end 
bays  of  the  building,  and  the  cement  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street 
entrance,  and  would  not  lengthen  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of 
the  building. 

•  The  Asian  Art  Museum  could  retain  all  14,  or  the  10  original  Piazzoni 
murals  on  the  second  floor  balcony  of  the  building. 

•  Should  the  Asian  Art  Museum  decide  to  remove  the  Piazzoni  murals  from 
the  second  floor  balcony  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  the  Asian 
Art  Museum,  in  cooperation  with  the  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco, 
could  locate  a  suitable  site  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  relocation 
of  the  murals.  Such  a  site  could  be  approved  by  the  Arts  Commission. 


In  response  to  concerns  expressed  by  commenters  on  the  EIR,  Asian  Art  Museum 
staff  are  considering  covering  the  inscriptions  on  the  existing  Main  Library,  rather 
than  eliminating  them.  Therefore,  the  following  measure  is  added  on  DEIR 
p.  180  at  the  end  of  the  above  measures  under  consideration: 


The  Asian  Art  Museum  staff  is  considering  covering  the  inscriptions  on  the 
existing  Main  Library,  and  covering  in  place  the  Piazzoni  murals,  rather 
th£ui  removing  them. 
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In  the  DEIR  Summary,  p.  15,  the  subheading  following  the  fifth  full  paragraph  is 
revised  to  read  (new  language  underlined).  "MEASURES  UNDER 
CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS,"  and  the  mitigation 
measures  listed  above  are  added  after  that  subheading. 

On  p.  180,  after  the  four  new  mitigation  measures  added  to  p.  180,  above,  the 
subheading,  "MEASURE  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  PUBLIC 
AGENCIES"  is  added,  and  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  that 
subheading: 

•       The  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  approving  transfer  of  jurisdiction  over  the 

existing  Main  Library  building  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  could  establish  as 
a  condition  that  the  museum  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  buUding 
that  would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for 
Rehabilitation."  The  detennination  of  compliance  with  the  Standards  could 
be  made  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in  consultation  with  the  Califomia 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 

In  the  DEIR  Summary,  p.  16,  the  subheading  at  the  top  of  the  page  is  revised  to 
read  (new  language  underlined),  "MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE 
IMPLEMENTED  BY  OTHER  AGENCIES,"  and  the  mitigation  measure  above  is 
added. 

The  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  the  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
impacts  of  the  rest  of  the  project,  analyzed  in  the  EIR,  would  not  be  significant. 
(They  include  the  proposed  demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  and  construction  in  its 
place  of  an  addition  to  the  existing  library  buUding,  demolition  of  100  Larkin 
Street,  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library,  and  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall.)  Therefore,  mitigation 
measures  suggested  by  the  commenter  in  relation  to  those  parts  of  the  project 
appear  on  p.  C&R.108,  and  p.  C&R.175,  under  discussion  of  Impacts  and 
Alternatives. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Commenl 

The  Draft  EIR  includes  a  propo.sed  mitigation  measure  stating  that  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  'could'  include  secure  bicycle  parking  facilities  for  employees  and  visitors. 
The  BAC  proposes  that  this  be  changed  to  *  would'  and  that  tlie  same  tliree  criteria  that 
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are  listed  above  for  the  library  be  imposed  upon  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  or  any  other 
entity  that  occupies  the  existing  Main  Library  building  in  the  future."  (Marilyn  Hope 
Smulyan,  BAC) 

Response 

The  measure  referred  to  by  the  commenter  is  part  of  a  set  of  transportation 
mitigation  measures.  Those  measures  have  not  been  incorporated  into  the  project 
by  the  project  sponsors  and  are  in  the  conditional  "could."  The  measure  is 
presented  under  the  heading,  "Measures  Under  Consideration  by  the  Project 
Sponsors"  and  the  "could"  referred  to  by  the  commenter  reflects  this  status.  The 
EIR  identifies  mitigation  measures  and  their  status  (proposed  or  not),  but  does  not 
require  their  adoption.  The  decision  makers  could  require  this  and/or  other 
measures  as  part  of  project  approval. 

Comment 

"The  draft  EIR  also  includes  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  permit  construction 
truck  movement  only  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic 
conflicts.  This  mitigation  measure  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  tmck  route  that 
would  have  the  least  impact  on  pedestrian  circulation  in  Civic  Center.  This  is 
especially  important  since  the  time-frame  proposed  for  truck  movement  would 
coincide  with  the  mid-day  peak-period  of  park  use  and  activity  in  Civic  Center  Plaza." 
(Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measure  referred  to  by  the  Commenter  (the  last  measure  on  EIR 
p.  181)  is  a  measure  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsors.  If  rejected,  it 
could  be  required  by  the  decision  makers.  The  measure  goes  on  to  state  that  the 
project  sponsors  and  construction  manager(s)  could  meet  with  the  Departments  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  and  City  Plaiming,  the  Fire  Department  and  MUNI  to 
determine  feasible  transportation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and 
pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  nearby 
projects.  (Underlined  language  has  been  added  to  this  measure;  see  below.) 

The  second  sentence  of  the  last  mitigation  measure  on  DEIR  p.  181  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  underlined): 
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The  project  sponsors  and  construction  contractor(s)  could  meet  with  the 
Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the 
Fire  Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and 
pedestrian  circulation  iinpacts  during  constmction  of  this  project  and  other 
nearby  projects  that  are  planned  for  construction  or  which  later  become 
known. 

The  same  revision  is  made  to  the  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  15  in  the  DEIR 
summary. 

CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Comment 

"The  EIR  discusses  methods  of  noise  mitigation  that  could  be  used  during 
constmction,  but  does  not  state  what  methods  will  be  employed.  ...  I  emphasize 
'could'  —  be  employed  because  they  aren't  saying  they  will ....  The  measures 
described  on  page  169  employing  barriers  and  berms  seem  like  they  would  be  very 
effective,  yet  there  is  no  guarantee  that  they  will  be  taken.  The  EIR  goes  on  to  note 
that  the  project  sponsor  has  rejected  a  noise  mitigation  measure  that  could  require  the 
general  contractors  to  construct  barriers  around  the  site  and  around  stationary 
equipment  in  pit  areas  leading  to  a  5  dBA  reduction  in  sound  level  (p.  184).  The  report 
does  not  detail  why  this  measure  has  been  rejected  even  though  it  could  potentially 
improve  the  sound  environment  inside  the  library."  (Jason  Gibbs) 

Response 

Mitigation  measures  not,  or  not  yet,  incorporated  into  the  project  by  the  project 
sponsors  are  in  the  conditional  "could,"  and  listed  as  under  consideration  or  as 
"considered  and  rejected"  in  the  case  of  the  measure  referenced  by  the 
commenter.  The  EIR  identifies  mitigation  measures;  it  does  not  require  their 
adoption.  The  decision  makers  could  require  this  and/or  other  measures  as  part  of 
project  approval. 

The  following  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  after  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR 
p.  184: 
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The  project  sponsor  for  the  New  Main  Library  has  rejected  installation  of 
barriers  around  the  site  because  the  sponsor  does  not  expect  construction 
activities  to  generate  noise  levels  that  would  violate  the  City's  Noise 
Ordinance.  The  sponsor  believes  that  constructing  barriers  or  berms  around 
the  approximately  35-foot  deep  excavation  site  to  reduce  this  impact  would 
not  be  cost-effective./l/ 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  167,  actual  noise  impacts  of  pile  driving,  which  would 
generate  the  greatest  construction  noise  levels,  "would  occur  for  no  more  than 
five  minutes  per  hour  (for  a  total  of  40  minutes  per  day)."  Noise  effects  of  pile 
driving  would  therefore  be  temporary  and  limited  to  the  construction  period. 

The  following  note  is  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  185: 

NOTE  -  Mitigation  Measures 

III     Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of 
Architecture,  telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF 
THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPT  HMFNTHD 

Comment 

"In  CHAPTER  VI,  SIGNMCANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED;  some  additions  are  in  order: 

"Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources:  page  180 

"Moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  eliminate  the  last  remaining  marker  of  the 
pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  of  the  sand  lot  political  rallies  of  the  1870's. 

"The  architectural  integrity  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  a  contributor  to  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  District,  a  significant  building  within  the  National 
Register  District  and  a  contributory  buUduig  within  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center 
Historic  District  would  be  permanently  compromised  if  the  extemal  changes  outlined 
are  implemented.  These  changes  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  two  new  doorways  on 
Fulton  Street  and  destmction  of  the  present  one,  enlargement  of  the  lower  windows  on 
Fulton  Street,  removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  facade,  and  construction  of 
an  additional  disabled  entrance  ramp. 


C&R.166 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

"A  major  City-owned  artwork,  the  Piazzoni  murals  on  the  existing  Main  Library 
processional  staircase  balcony,  would  be  moved  from  the  original  setting  for  which 
they  were  designed  and  painted.  If  sold,  as  the  Library  Commission's  Resolution 
envisions,  they  would  be  lost  to  the  City  and  might  be  separated  from  each  other, 
severely  compromising  any  future  possibility  of  understanding  their  unified  design. 
This  major  artwork  might  even  be  destroyed. 

"The  100  Larkin  Street  Office  Building  would  be  demolished. 

"The  design  of  the  New  Main  Library's  Larkin  Street  facade  would  contrast  with  the 
light-and-shadow  patterns  of  the  Nationail  Historic  Landmark  District.  All  the  other 
buildings  facing  Civic  Center  Plaza  have  upper  story  columns  which  cast  shadows  on 
recessed  windows,  whereas  the  New  Main  Library  building  would  have  upper  story 
projecting  windows  which  would  cast  shadows  on  recessed  columns. 

"Transportation,  page  180 

"About  230  parking  spaces  will  be  lost  (90  on-street  spaces  on  Fulton,  130  on  the 
Marshall  Square  lot,  and  10  for  library  staff).  Coupled  with  estimated  parking  demand 
generated  by  the  project,  the  net  parking  deficit  would  be  about  545  spaces."  (Vincent 
Marsh,  LPAB) 

"This,  then,  is  our  understanding  of  CEQA: 

A  significant  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Impact  (the  removal  of  the 
Monument)  could  be  mitigated  only  by  an  architectural,  historical  and  cultural 
mitigation  (such  as  finding  a  suitable  relocation  site  for  the  Monument,  securing  the 
monies  for  its  removal  and  pledging  not  to  put  it  into  storage."  (Commenters' 
emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

CEQA  Section  21068  defines  "significant  effect"  as  "...  a  substantial,  or 
potentially  substantial,  adverse  change  in  the  environment."  CEQA 
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Section  21060.5  defines  "environment"  as  "the  physical  conditions  which  exist 
within  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including  land,  air, 
water,  minerals,  floral,  fauna,  noise,  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance." 

As  the  title  indicates,  Chapter  VI.,  Significant  Environmental  Effects  That  Cannot 
Be  Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented.  EIR  p.  186,  identifies 
significant  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  project  which  aie  unmitigable  to  a 
level  of  non-significance,  and  concludes  that,  while  there  would  be  no 
project-specific  significant  impacts,  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  development  in  the  Greater  Downtown  and  Vicinity  that  would  cause 
traffic  increases,  passenger  loading  increases  on  MUNI,  BART  and  other  regional 
transit  carriers,  and  potential  violations  of  fine  particulate  matter  standards  in  San 
Francisco.  The  impacts  believed  by  the  commenters  to  be  significant  are 
discussed  in  the  EIR  and  in  this  Response  to  Comments  document;  they  were  not 
found  by  the  EIR  authors  to  be  significant,  unavoidable  effects  as  defined  by 
CEQA. 

As  discussed  below  and  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.93  -  95,  as  part  of  the 
Comments  and  Responses  process,  iacluding  comments  on  the  DEIR  and 
correspondence  with  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation,  alteration  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building  as  proposed  with 
the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources.  That  effect  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  those  changes  from  the 
proposed  conversion  of  the  library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  (See  the  response 
under  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  C&R.161  -  163.) 

Mitigation  is  not  required  to  be  identified  except  for  otherwise  significant 
impacts.  The  City  Planning  Commission  could  conclude  that  the  project  would 
result  in  one  or  more  significant  impacts,  and  could  find  that  the  impacts  could  be 
reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  through  appropriate  mitigation  measures 
included  as  part  of  the  project  or  required  as  a  condition  of  approval  by  the 
decision  makers. 
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If  the  City  Planning  Commission  were  to  find  that  the  project  would  have  one  or 
more  significant  effects,  the  decision-making  bodies  (for  example,  the  Library 
Commission,  Arts  Commission,  Asian  Art  Commission,  Department  of  Public 
Works)  would  have  to  make  one  of  three  findings  for  each  significant  effect  prior 
to  approval  of  the  project,  as  required  under  CEQA  Section  15091(a):  changes 
have  been  required,  or  incorporated  into,  the  project  that  would  avoid  or 
substantially  lessen  the  impact;  such  changes  are  within  the  responsibility  of 
another  public  agency  that  can  or  should  adopt  those  changes;  or  specific 
economic,  social,  or  other  considerations  make  infeasible  the  mitigation  measures 
or  project  alternatives  identified  in  the  EIR.  This  last  determination  would  be  a 
finding  of  overriding  considerations. 

The  proposed  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  from  its  current  site  to  another 
site  within  Civic  Center  would  be  unlikely  to  affect  the  status  of  the  Civic  Center 
as  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic  District  and  National  Historic 
Landmark  District,  or  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  because 
the  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributory  to  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District  or  the  proposed  local  district.  The  monument  would  be 
relocated  within  the  districts,  rather  than  altered  or  destroyed. 

As  discussed  in  previous  responses  to  comments  within  this  document, 
pp.  C&R.46  -  62  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources,  Setting, 
Site  History,"  the  Pioneer  Monument  was  constructed  at  the  site  of  the  'Sand  Lot' 
activities;  there  is  no  archival  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  monument  was 
constmcted  in  connection  with,  or  as  a  memorial  to.  Sand  Lot  activities. 
Relocation  of  the  monument  uduld  remove  the  last  physical  marker  of  the 
pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  the  street  grid  of  that  era,  as  described  on  EIR  p.  83. 
Depending  on  the  location  selected,  relocation  could  reestablish,  to  a  greater  or 
lesser  degree,  the  monument's  relationship  with  City  Hall,  also  as  noted  on  p.  83. 
The  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  relocation  of  the  monument  would  not  have 
a  significant  adverse  effect  on  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources. 
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If  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  were  found  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of  the 
project,  the  decision-making  bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding 
considerations,  as  noted  above,  in  order  to  approve  relocation. 

In  the  Altematives  chapter,  EIR  pp.  188  -  197,  the  EIR  considers  two  altematives 
for  the  Pioneer  Monument:  Altemative  B.l,  Retain  in  Place,  and  Altemative  B.2, 
Relocate  within  Civic  Center  (including  a  storage  altemative,  Altemative  B.3). 
As  noted  in  the  introduction  to  the  Altematives  chapter,  EIR  p.  187,  the  decision 
makers  could  approve  an  altemative  instead  of  the  project  if  they  found  it  would 
be  more  appropriate  for  the  site(s). 

See  the  response  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources, 
Historic  Districts,  Impacts,"  on  p.  C&R.88  -  96  for  further  discussion  of  effects 
on  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  of  relocating  the  monument. 

The  currently  proposed  changes  to  the  existing  Main  Library,  encompassing 
removal  of  inscriptions  and  cement  statues,  lengthening  windows  on  the  Fulton 
Street  facade,  and  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  interior  of  the  existing 
library,  as  described  on  EIR  pp.  82-83,  would  not  conform  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  of  Historic  Buildings  and  would 
significantly  impact  this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  This  impact  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  these  alterations  from  the 
development  program  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  Please  see  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  and 
C&R.161  -  163  herein  for  related  comments  and  responses  including  revisions  to 
the  DEIR  regarding  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures.  If  the  proposed  facade 
alterations  or  mural  removals  were  to  be  found  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of  the  project,  the  decision-making 
bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding  considerations  in  regard  to  the 
significant  effect,  as  noted  above. 

The  100  Larkin  Street  building,  to  be  demolished,  is  not  a  contributory  element  in 
the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  The  building  could  have  state  and/or 


» 
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local  historical  importance;  it  is  identified  as  noncontributoiy  in  the  proposed 
local  Civic  Center  Historic  District  ./1. 2/  Its  demolition  is  not  considered  by  the 
EIR  authors  to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the  environment.  If  the 
proposed  demolition  of  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  were  to  be  found  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of  the 
project,  the  decision-making  bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding 
considerations  in  regard  to  the  significant  effect,  as  noted  above. 

Construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  not  be  likely  to  affect  the  status  of 
the  Civic  Center  designation  as  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic 
District  or  National  Historic  Landmark  District,  or  the  proposed  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  because  the  proposed  design  for  the  north  and  west  facades  of 
the  new  building  would  be  of  similar  style,  scale  and  massing  to  that  of  existing 
contributory  buildings  to  those  districts.  Both  the  national  districts  and  the 
proposed  local  district  include  non-contributory  stmctures  at  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street;  the  proposed  local  Historic  District  also  includes  the  recently 
constructed  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  Edmund  G.  Brown  State  Office 
Building.  The  New  Main  Library  building  would  be  considered  a 
non-contributory  structure  to  the  national  districts,  and,  as  a  new  buUding,  would 
be  expected  to  be  considered  non-contributory  to  the  proposed  local  Historic 
District.  The  National  Park  Service  has  stated  that  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  would  be  comparable  in  scale  to  existing  buildings  within  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District,  and  that  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades  "appear 
to  be  incongmous  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district  and  the  surrounding 
area.'Vl/  The  EIR  authors  have  not  found  that  constmction  of  the  New  Main 
Library  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources.  If  the  proposed  construction  of  the  new  building  were  to  be  found  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of 
the  project,  the  decision-making  bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding 
considerations  in  regard  to  the  significant  effect,  as  noted  above,  in  order  to 
approve  the  project. 
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Please  see  the  response  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources, 
Impacts,  Historic  Districts,"  pp.  C&R.88  -  96,  for  more  information  on  impacts  to 
the  historic  districts. 

Chapter  V.,  Mitigation  Measures,  of  the  EIR,  pp.  179-  185,  including  the  text 
additions  made  on  pp.  C&R.162  -163,  identifies  measures  that  would  reduce  to  a 
level  of  insignificance,  or  eliminate,  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  179,  some  of  the  measures  have  been,  or 
would  be,  incorporated  into  the  project  by  the  project  sponsors;  some  are  under 
consideration  and/or  have  been  rejected.  Implementation  of  some  of  the 
measures  identified  would  be  the  responsibility  of  other  agencies.  Measures 
under  consideration  or  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  may  be  required  by  the 
decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project  approval. 

Regarding  parking,  the  figure  of  545  spaces  cited  by  the  commenter  consists  of 
project-generated  demand  plus  parking  displaced  by  the  project.  As  noted  in 
Table  6,  EIR  p.  146,  the  demand  in  the  parking  survey  area  would  be  met  on  all 
but  peak  special-event  weekdays,  when  there  would  be  an  unmet  demand,  or 
"deficit,"  of  about  185  parking  spaces.  With  cumulative  demand,  there  would  be 
unmet  demand  of  about  145  spaces  on  an  average  weekday  and  about  730  spaces 
on  a  peak  special-event  weekday,  as  noted  on  EIR  pp.  150  -  151.  Please  see 
pp.  C&R.136  -  146  for  more  information  on  parking. 

The  effect  of  the  project  on  the  parking  supply  deficit  on  special-event  weekdays 
is  based  on  conservative  assumptions.  The  project  was  not  found  by  the  EIR 
authors  to  result  in  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  related  to  parking  in 
the  Civic  Center. 

As  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
could  find  significant  impacts  not  identified  by  the  EIR  authors,  as  noted  on  EIR 
p.  186. 
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Comment 

"It  is  our  belief  that  there  would  be  a  two-fold  significant  impact  from  the  approval  of 
the  proposed  project  resulting  from  the  same  action:  the  refusal  of  the  project  sponsor 
to  incorporate  the  Pioneer  Monument  into  the  design  of  the  new  building.  We  believe 
the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  alternative  is  the  only  design  proposed  so  far  that  would 
properly  mitigate  these  significant  impacts,  both  by  retaining  the  Monument  and 
creating  a  handsome  visual  frame.  If  there  were  a  compelling  and  handsome  building 
design  to  replace  the  Monument  and  its  visual  fiincticHi  to  orient,  guide  and  direct  the 
eye,  it  might  be  said  the  impact  of  removal  of  the  Monument  could  be  mitigated.  But 
if  the  Monument  were  moved  and  a  building  of  visual  quality  so  inadequate  as  this 
were  built,  such  a  significant  impact  could  not  be  mitigated,  except  by  a  different 
design."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

Please  see  the  previous  comment  and  response  for  a  discussion  of  significant 
effects.  Under  CEQA,  if  an  impact  can  be  mitigated,  it  is  not  significant  and 
unavoidable.  Design  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  is  discussed  in  the  Urban 
Design  and  Visual  Quality  sections  of  the  EIR,  pp.  87-101,  and  of  this  Comments 
and  Responses  document,  pp.  C&R.l  12  -  127.  As  stated  on  p.  C&R.l  16,  the  EIR 
authors  have  not  found  that  the  project's  impact  on  Urban  Design  would  be 
significant.  The  City  Planning  Commission  could  find  significant  impacts  not 
identified  by  the  EIR  authors,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  186.  The  decision  makers, 
including  the  Arts  Commission  and  Library  Commission,  would  have  ultimate 
design  approval  authority. 

Please  also  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R.l  15,  under  "Urban  Design  and  Visual 
Quality,"  for  an  addition  to  the  text  of  the  EIR  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 
section. 

NOTES  -  Significant  Environmental  Effects 

/]/    Look.  David  W..  Chief,  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of  National  Register 
Programs.  National  Park  Service,  written  communication.  January  28,  1992. 

Ill    Huston,  Ann,  Historian,  National  Park  Service  Western  Regional  Office,  telephone 
conversations.  February  3  and  5.  1992. 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

GENERAL 
Comment 

"P.  A-35:  the  lettering  of  alternatives  does  not  agree  with  pages  16-24  or  pages 
187-209.  Letters  B,  C,  D,  E  and  F  should  be  changed  (respectively)  to  C,  D,  E,  F  and 
B-1.  Also,  see  comments  for  p.  187  regarding  Altemative  A."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

In  April  1991,  when  the  Initial  Study  was  published,  one  edtemative  for  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  No  Change,  was  considered.  Subsequently,  what  appears  as 
Altemative  B,  Pioneer  Monument,  in  the  EIR  was  expanded  to  include  retention 
of  the  monument  and  an  altemative  addressing  relocation,  including  discussion  of 
each  potential  relocation  site,  as  well  as  temporary  storage.  The  discussion  was 
reordered  in  the  EIR  Altematives  chapter,  compared  to  the  Initial  Study,  and  the 
EIR  is  intemally  consistent,  in  this  regard. 

A.  NO  PROJECT 

Comment 

"P.  187  (Alt.  A):  Here  it  is  stated  that  the  existing  library  building  would  be 
seismically  strengthened  under  Altemate  A,  but  this  is  not  stated  in  the  summary 
(P.  16)  or  the  appendix  (P.  A-35)"  (WincheU  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  summary,  by  definition,  includes  an  abbreviated  version  of  the  fuU 
Altematives  discussion  on  pp.  187-209  of  the  EIR.  Similarly,  the  Initial  Study 
(Appendix  A)  presents  a  brief  description  of  Altematives  to  the  proposed  project, 
to  be  discussed  in  detail  in  the  EIR. 
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B  .l.  PIONEER  MONUMENT,  RETAIN  IN  PLACE 
Comment 

"[Suggested  Mitigation  Measure.  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources] 
The  monument  could  be  left  in  place  and  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  of  the  New  Main 
Library  redesigned  to  honor  it  and  include  a  pedestrian  entry  close  to  BART,  MUNI, 
etc.  along  Market  Street.  The  Grove  Street  entry  would  be  eliminated.  During 
construction,  the  monument  would  have  to  be  shored  and  protected.  This  is  the 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow  alternative.  It  would  appear  that  the  program  for  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  can  still  be  accommodated  within  the  footprint  of  the 
proposed  building  as  the  current  design  contains  a  fair  amount  of  voided  spaces. 
Further  explanation  on  the  Reasons  for  Rejection  of  this  altemative  other  than  stating 
that  the  monument  would  be  'crowded'  by  the  new  Library  and  would  remove  any 
visual  link  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall  is  warranted  on  page  190.  Under  the 
S.F.T.  proposal  the  distance  from  the  building  line  to  the  center  of  the  monument  is 
27  feet  which  appears  to  be  a  considerable  distance  and  would  not  'crowd'  the 
monument. 

"Before  a  move  is  considered  the  contextual  relationship  of  the  monument  to  its 
surroundings  will  be  of  major  factor  in  the  decision  making  process.  If  a  move  of  the 
monument  is  inevitable,  aU  of  the  altematives  proposed  for  the  relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  will  naturally  require  review  and  approval  by  the  various 
Commissions  and  Boards  when  an  altemative  site  is  finalized."  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB) 

Response 

TTie  comments  are  noted.  The  commenter  suggests  as  mitigation  for  the  proposed 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  adoption  of  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Altemative,  discussed  in  the  EIR  under  Altemative  B.l,  p.  190,  and  indicates 
support  for  the  SFT  Altemative.  Selection  of  an  altemative,  if  it  were  to  occur, 
could  be  made  by  the  decision  makers  based  on  information,  including 
information  presented  in  the  EIR,  and  would  occur  after  certification  of  the  EIR. 
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Please  see  the  responses  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources, 
Impacts,  Historic  Districts,"  pp.  C&R.88  -  96,  and  under  "Significant 
Environmental  Effects  That  Cannot  Be  Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is 
Implemented,"  pp.  C&R.167  -  172,  where  it  is  noted  that  the  EIR  authors  did  not 
conclude  that  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  a  significant  impact 
of  the  project.  Mitigation  is  not  required  where  a  significant  impact  is  not 
identified. 


The  following  comments  and  responses  discuss  the  SFT  Altemative  in  greater 
detail. 


Comment 

"By  decision  of  our  Board  of  Directors,  SAN  FRANCISCO  TOMORROW  proposes 
an  altemative  design  for  the  New  Main  Library  which  would  achieve  the  following 
goals: 

"1 .   Full  compliance  with  the  City's  Master  Plan.  A  number  of  Master  Plan  Goals 
and  Policies  must  be  met  in  order  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  can  state  that  the  new  design  meets  the  criteria  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan  (see  Attachment  [on  pp.  C&R.25  -  28  herein]). 

"2.   Recognition  of  Historic  Urban  Features.  The  New  Main  Library  design  proposal 
should  acknowledge  an  important  historic  era:  San  Francisco's  first  effort  toward 
civic  urban  design  which  resulted  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  a  new  City 
Hall  beginning  in  1870.  However,  the  proposed  New  Main  would  eradicate  the 
last  vestige  of  that  undertaking:  the  century-old  Pioneer  Monument,  a  granite  and 
bronze  commemoration  of  California's  pioneer  settlers.  The  Pioneer  Monument 
could  be  retained  in  place  and  a  curvilinear  facade  which  would  re-establish  a 
context  for  the  monument,  could  be  devised  to  complement  it. 

"3.  Need  for  Functional  Entry  Point  from  Market  Street.  The  entrance  to  the 
proposed  New  Main  from  Grove  Street  is  placed  too  far  up  Grove  to  direct 
pedestrians  and  transit  users  from  Market  Street  to  the  Library.  The  only  visual 
clue  that  one  is  entering  a  special  zone,  San  Francisco's  majestic  Civic  Center, 
would  be  removed  if  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  removed.  The  southeastem 
entrance  to  the  New  Main  should  be  placed  as  close  to  Market  Street  as  possible. 
The  Pioneer  Monument  should  be  retained  in  place  as  a  visual  acknowledgement 
of  a  great  library's  role  as  conservator  of  history  and  culture.  There  should  be  no 
ambiguity  as  to  the  nature  of  the  building  one  is  approaching;  the  library  should 
announce  its  character  as  a  library,  not  look  like  any  other  building. 
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"4.   Need  for  Visual  Orientation  from  Market  Street.  On  almost  all  north-south 
streets,  one  looks  across  Market  Street  to  a  handsome  building  which  has  been 
designed  deliberately  as  the  visual  terminus  for  the  northward  looking  street. 
(See  Attachment  A  [on  p.  .C&R.178].)  A  view  corridor  up  Eighth  Street  shows 
the  Pioneer  Monument  as  the  terminus  of  the  South-of-Market  street  and  leads 
one's  eye  into  the  Civic  Center,  across  the  top  of  the  small  building  currently  on 
the  library  site.  (See  Attachment  B  [on  p.  C&R.179].)  Once  the  library  is 
constmcted,  a  view  of  the  Civic  Center  will  no  longer  be  available  to  orient  the 
pedestrian  and  transit  user.  The  library's  southern  facades  should  culminate  in  a 
prominent  comer  treatment  as  Hyde  and  Grove,  the  comer  nearest  to  Market 
Street,  roughly  on  axis  with  Eighth  Street.  The  southem  facades  of  the  proposed 
New  Main  are  bland  and  characterless.  These  facades  could  be  most 
appropriately  and  simply  enlivened  by  acknowledging  the  presence  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

"We  feel  the  EiR  is  inadequate  in  a  few  areas,  but  we  want  to  thank  the  commission 
and  the  department  for  the  inclusion  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow's  alternative. 
However,  there  are  some  basic  errors  in  the  analysis  of  that  alternative  that  we  really 
must  draw  to  the  attention  of  the  commission. 

"In  the  review  of  our  altemative,  it  stated  that  it  would  result  in  the  loss  of  17,300 
square  feet.  This  is  totally  wrong.  We  have  outlined  how  that  space  can  be  regained, 
and  the  next  illustrations  show  the  widening  of  the  building,  filling  in  of  the  comer. 
We  actually  come  up  with  600  square  feet  more  than  they  started  with.  This  is 
ignoring  simple  mathematics.  I  don't  know  how  that  error  got  into  the  EIR.  I  hope  it 
is  corrected."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

"ERROR:  On  page  17  and  page  188  of  the  draft  E.I.R.  it  is  stated  that  the  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  altemative  would  result  in  a  loss  of  17,300  sq.  ft. 

"CORRECTION:  The  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  altemative  would  provide  the  same 
square  footage  as  the  sponsors  proposal.  See  attached  sketch  plans  consisting  of  seven 
sheets  dated  December  12,  1991  prepared  by  an  architect.  Please  reproduce  enclosed 
page  (C&R.1801,  a  table  showing  project  sponsors  footage  from  the  draft  with  loss  and 
gain  from  the  altemative  balanced. 

"If  objection  is  raised  by  sponsor  to  widening  of  library  please  include 
page  [C&R.  1 8 1 )  and  page  [C&R.  182]  showing  minimum  effect  of  4%  widening  of 
library  and  unnoticeable  effect  on  Fulton  Street  plaza  symmetry."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  Miller.  SFT) 

(Response  to  Comments  text  continued  on  p.  C&R. 183) 
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"Page  17,  Paragraph  1:  SFT,  Kurlander  claims  no  loss  of  space  if  6  ft.  on  Fulton  side 
is  used. 

"Page  190,  Paragraph  3,  first  sentence:  Next  paragraph  says  there  would  be  no  room 
for  an  auditorium.  Does  Kurlander's  [SFT  Alternative]  show  space  for  an 
auditorium?  Please  check  and  clarify."  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

"P.  17:  The  space  taken  up  by  the  Pioneer  Monument  can  be  more  than  compensated 
for  by  following  the  modifications  proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.  It  should 
not  be  stated  that  an  auditorium  will  be  lost  and  'proposed  work  space  in  various 
departments  will  be  eliminated'  if  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  retained  in  its  present 
position,  because  those  statements  ignore  the  possibilities  of  the  SFT  plan. 

"P.  41:  Basement  auditorium  does  not  require  removal  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  if 
SFT's  recommendations  are  followed. 

"P.  188  (Alt.  B-1):  Mention  should  be  made  that  the  modifications  proposed  by  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  will  make  up  for  the  square  footage  occupied  by  the  Pioneer 
Monument,  and  will  permit  the  basement  auditorium  to  be  built;  also  permit  keeping 
the  other  spaces  mention  on  P.  89  (second  paragraph). 

"P.  190:  the  project  sponsor's  statement  that  a  basement  auditorium  could  not  be  built 
with  the  modifications  proposed  by  SFT  does  not  seem  reasonable.  The  DEIR  should 
include  sketches  to  show  the  feasibility  of  having  a  basement  auditorium  with  the 
configuration  proposed  by  SFT."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"ERRORS:  On  page  190  and  192  of  the  draft  E.I.R.  the  project  sponsor  has  listed  their 
objections  to  the  altemative. 

"Objection  #1  'because  it  would  not  allow  the  construction  of  an  auditorium  in  the 
proposed  new  Main  Library.' 

"As  previously  shown  there  is  no  loss  of  square  footage,  please  reproduce  enclosed 
page  (C&R.  184]  showing  a  graphic  comparison  of  areas.  How  is  it  possible  that  the 
relocation  of  approximately  1-1/2%  of  floor  area  cannot  be  accomplished?  Will  the 
sponsor  state  if  this  is  because  of  the  advanced  state  of  working  drawing  production? 
Please 
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reproduce  enclosed  page  [C&R.  186]  which  indicates,  with  color  overlay  [on  draft 
figure  6]  service  areas  that  may  be  relocated  since  they  are  not  at  loading  dock  level; 
and  a  much  smaller  area  eliminated  by  the  addition  of  a  Market  Street  entry  and 
preservation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  place.  The  result  is  the  freeing  of  sufficient 
area  for  the  relocation  of  the  Auditorium  and  Meeting  Rooms. 

"On  Pages  190  to  192,  they  state  some  other  objections.  They  say  auditorium  and 
meeting  rooms  would  be  eliminated.  That's  wrong  agziin.  The  auditorium  and 
meeting  rooms  are  4800  square  feet  out  of  a  total  of  397,000.  That  diagram  indicates 
the  relative  size.  If  that  area  can't  be  relocated  at  this  point  in  the  design  of  the  library, 
what  are  we  building  there?  Is  there  any  flexibility  on  that?  This  is  the  aita.  of  the 
three  lower  floors.  That  square  is  the  total  amount  that  the  auditorium  would  take.  So 
we're  saying,  is  it  so  rigid  that  they  can't  do  anything  about  it? 

"This  comer  is  the  bite  we're  asking  them  to  take  out  to  accommodate  the  entry  and 
the  monument.  This  indicates  service  areas  that  include  such  things  as  book  repair, 
paperback  processing,  bindery  preparation,  receiving,  periodical  processing.  These  are 
not  located  at  the  loading  dock.  This  is  a  floor  up.  Now,  can't  these  be  relocated  up 
further? 

"Objection  #2  'because  the  library  use  is  different  from  an  office  building  in  which 
partitions  are  movable  in  plan,  the  sponsor  believes  the  library  program  as  currently 
designed  could  not  be  retained,  if  the  same  floor  area  were  provided  in  a  different 
configuration.' 

"Libraries  can  and  should  be  designed  with  flexibility  since  information  science  is 
currently  undergoing  vast  change.  Chicago  has  recently  built  a  new  main  library  with 
floor  plate  size  similar  to  the  proposed  San  Francisco  library,  but,  it  has  been  planned 
to  provide  flexibility. 

"Did  the  Library  Commission  request  flexibility  be  considered  when  instmcting  the 
architects?"  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

"You  know,  as  an  architect,  I  don't  like  people  meddling  with  my  plans,  but  I  am  just 
trying  to  get  some  logic.  Are  we  building  something  that  is  so  inflexible  it  will  never 
be  able  to  accommodate  change  over  the  next  50  years?  And  they  state  that  the  library 
is  not  like  an  office.  It  doesn't  have  movable  panitions. 


C&R.  185 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


C&R.186 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Let  me  quote  the  Chicago  Tribune  about  their  very  handsome  new  library.  [The 
Chicago  Tribune,  September  15,  1991,  Arts  Section  devoted  to  the  new  library  stated 
on  p.  24]  'Concrete  stmctural  system  yielding  evenly  gridded  floors  with  column 
space  21  feet  gives  the  library  total  flexibility  for  the  future.'  Total  flexibility  for  the 
future.  They  went  with  that.  And  we've  got  something  where  they  can't  even  relocate 
a  bike  room."  (Ira  Kurlander  SFT) 

"Objection  #3  'In  the  sponsor's  view,  this  altemative  would  entail  the  loss  of  some 
program  space,  including  the  proposed  children's  outdoor  terrace.' 

"TTie  altemative  provides  a  south-east  facing  outdoor  loggia,  see  sheet  3  of  the 
attached  sketch  plans. 

"Objection  #4  'retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  in  the  J 
sponsor's  view  would  result  in  the  monument  being  'crowded'  by  the  new  library  and 
would  remove  any  visual  link  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall.' 

"Please  reproduce  enclosed  page  [C&R.188],  a  plan  of  the  proposed  Market  Street  | 


entry  plaza  retaining  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  place,  and  page  [C&R.189],  a  section 
drawn  showing  the  closest  point  between  the  monument  and  the  library  is  20  feet  with 
48  feet  from  the  central  figure  of  the  monument  to  the  library.  Since  the  library  is  only 
80  feet  high  the  location  appears  to  benefit  both  the  building  and  the  monument.  The 
monument's  association  is  with  the  original  location  of  City  Hall  destroyed  in  1906. 
Historic  continuity  recommends  this  original  location  over  any  other."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

These  comments  identify  perceived  inaccuracies  in  the  EIR  discussion  of  the  SFT 
altemative.  Several  of  the  comments  take  issue  with  the  sponsor's  reasons  for 
rejection  of  this  altemative,  and  express  support  for  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  , 
altemative.  As  noted,  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT)  altemative. 
constmction  of  a  New  Main  Library  with  retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in 
its  current  location,  is  discussed  in  the  EIR  under  Altemative  B.l,  Pioneer 
Monument.  Retain  in  Place  (EIR  pp.  188-192). 


C&R.187 


DC.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


C&R.188 


C&R.189 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


As  described  in  the  EIR,  the  main  Altemative  B.l,  which  would  retain  the 
Pioneer  Monument  at  its  present  location,  assumes  no  expansion  of  the  building's 
ground  coverage  (footprint)  and  removal  of  enough  space  at  the  Hyde  /  Grove 
Streets  comer  to  accommodate  the  monument.  This  altemative  would  contain 
about  17,300  sq.  ft.  less  interior  space  than  would  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  with  the  project  because  the  building  would  be  smellier  with  the 
Monument  retained  since  the  building  footprint  would  not  be  expanded.  The  SFT 
Altemative  is  discussed  as  a  subaltemative  of  Altemative  B.l. 

The  interior  program  for  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  has  been  developed  by 
the  Library  Commission  in  consultation  with  the  project  architects,  and  is 
considered  by  the  Library  Commission  to  be  the  program  necessary  for  future 
library  program  needs.  This  program,  as  described  in  the  Project  Description, 
EIR  pp.  28  -  39,  combines  book  stacks,  reading  and  study  areas,  staff  work  space, 
special  collections  (e.g.,  San  Francisco  history,  music,  ethnic  collections, 
children's  library),  services  for  the  blind  and  hearing-impaired,  a  Friends  of  the 
Library  book  shop,  and  an  auditorium,  among  its  features. 

The  New  Main  Library  project  staff  has  indicated  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
accommodate  most  of  the  current  building  program  (without  an  operationally 
critical  loss  of  square  footage  and,  probably,  with  inclusion  of  the  proposed 
auditorium)  in  a  redesigned  building  that  would  allow  for  the  retention  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  in  place.  This  design  would  be  similar  to  that  proposed  by 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  including  filling  in  a  notch  at  the  Hyde  /  Fulton  Streets 
comer  of  the  proposed  project  library  and  extending  the  building,  compared  to  the 
project,  to  the  north  seven  feet  As  an  informational  item,  according  to  the  project 
sponsor,  this  would  require  that  between  two-thirds  and  seven-eighths  of  the 
building  be  redesigned,  and  would  add  about  $4  million  to  the  cost  of  the  project 
and  about  6  to  12  months  to  the  schedule.  There  could  be  additional  costs  to  the 
Library  Foundation's  fundraising  campaign  for  fixtures,  furnishings  and 
equipment,  as  a  result  of  the  additional  time  needed,  according  to  the  sponsor  ./I/ 


C&R.190 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Because  a  building  redesigned  under  this  scheme  would  contain  essentially  the 
same  square  footage  and  provide  essentially  the  same  services  as  that  proposed 
with  the  project,  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  substantially  the  same,  except 
that  those  impacts  associated  with  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  not 
occur. 

The  design  proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  would  relocate  the  Grove  Street 
entrance  to  the  comer  of  Grove  and  Hyde  Streets,  where  it  would  be  about 
one-third  of  a  block  closer  to  the  BART  /  MUNI  station  that  the  Grove  Street 
entrance  proposed  as  part  of  the  project.  This  could  minimize  the  potential  for 
mid-block  pedestrian  crossings  noted  on  EIR  p.  143. 

The  SFT  alternative  could  be  seen  to  visually  connect  the  Civic  Center  and  the 
Eighth  /  Market  /  Grove  /  Hyde  Streets  intersection.  This  comer  of  the  project  as 
proposed  has  been  designed  to  reflect  more  contemporary  development  on  Market 
Street.  (See  Figures  25,  EIR  p.  97,  and  1 1,  p.  C&R.64.) 

Regarding  "crowding"  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  the  commenter  is  referring  to  a 
portion  of  the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejection  of  EIR  Altemative  B.l,  on  EIR 
pp.  190  and  192.  The  last  sentence  of  that  paragraph  (beginning  as  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  190  and  continuing  at  the  top  of  p.  192)  states  that "...  retention 
of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  in  the  sponsor's  view  would 
result  in  the  monument  being  'crowded'  by  the  new  library  and  would  remove 
any  visual  link  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall."  As  illustrated  in  DEIR 
Figure  36,  p.  191  (revised  Figure  36  is  presented  on  p.  C&R.198),  the  New  Main 
Library  building  under  the  SFT  altemative  would  be  constructed  between  the 
Pioneer  Monument  and  Larkin  Street,  and  would  thereby  block  views  of  City  Hall 
from  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection,  as  would  the  project.  Thus,  the 
new  library  building  itself  would  block  views  between  the  Monument  and  City 
Hall  from  that  location.  The  SFT  altemative  would  retain  the  Pioneer  Monument 
at  this  intersection,  however,  while  the  project  would  not. 

According  to  the  sponsor,  the  decision  was  made  to  relocate  the  Pioneer 
Monument  in  connection  with  the  project  to  remove  the  monument  as  a  planning 
constraint  for  the  library  building;  to  allow  the  monument  to  be  seen  against  the 


C&R.191 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


sky;  and  to  restore  the  monument  to  its  honorific  position  in  front  of  City  Hall 
(although  a  different  City  Hall),  primarily  if  the  monument  were  relocated  to 
Civic  Center  Plaza  across  Polk  Street  from  City  Hall.  The  sponsor  also  believes 
that  relocating  the  monument  could  provide  for  better  views  of  the  monument, 
since  Hyde  Street  and  Eighth  Street  (both  one-way  southbound)  do  not  afford 
drivers  an  oncoming  view  of  the  monument./l/ 

Regarding  comments  about  the  flexibility,  or  inflexibility,  of  the  proposed  New 
Main  Library  design,  with  the  project  the  building  would  be  buUt  largely  without 
interior  walls  above  the  basement.  EIR  Figure  7  (Upper  Main  Floor  Plan,  p.  36) 
and  Figure  8  (Third  Floor  Plan,  p.  38),  the  latter  figure  also  illustrating  "typical 
upper  floor  plans"  for  the  New  Main  Library  as  proposed,  illustrate  that  much  of 
the  public  areas  within  the  upper  floors  have  been  designed  with  relatively  few 
permanent  obstructions  (such  as  solid  interior  walls)  that  would  prevent  future 
flexibility  of  programs. 

Permanent  walls  would  divide  staff  and  patron  spaces,  as  well  as  enclosing 
elevators,  stairwells,  and  mechanical  rooms.  The  spacing  of  interior  columns 
would  alternate  between  18  feet  and  36  feet  from  east  to  west  and  between  12  feet 
and  36  feet  from  north  to  south.  The  18-foot  intervals  would  carry  through  to  the 
Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building  with  placement  of  windows  in  a  pattern 
corresponding  to  the  existing  library  building  across  Fulton  Street, 

The  project  sponsor  believes  that  expanding  the  new  library  building  by 
seven  feet  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  would  produce  a  noticeable  shift  in  visual 
orientation  because  there  would  be  an  asymmetrical  alignment  along  the  Fulton 
Street  visual  axis  looking  towards  City  Hall  from  Market  Street,  thereby  shifting 
the  viewer's  orientation  away  from  the  center  of  the  City  Hall  dome  and  to  the 
north./l/  This  is  a  principal,  and  the  longest,  formal  design  axis  of  Civic  Center, 
extending  from  Market  Street  to  Frzmklin  Street  (see  attachment  on 
p.  C&R.179)./2/ 

Regarding  comments  on  the  project's  relation  to  the  Master  Plan,  please  see 
pp.  C&R.32  -  42.  Regarding  comments  on  approval  requirements,  please  see 
pp.  C&R.24  -  32. 


C&R.192 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


As  stated  in  the  first  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  187,  the  Library  Commission  could 
approve  an  alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  project  if  the  decision  makers 
believed  that  an  alternative  would  be  more  appropriate  for  the  proposed  New 
Main  Library. 

Comment 

"I  would  call  your  attention  to  the  attached  sheet  [pp.  C&R.194  -  195]  showing  a 
photograph  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  (with  the  ruins  of  old  City  Hall  in  the 
background)  taken  in  May  of  1906.  On  the  reverse  side  of  that  sheet  are  listed  the 
main  reasons  for  not  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument,  and  a  partial  listing  of 
organizations  endorsing  that  position.  I  have  recently  learned  that  the  Coalition  of  San 
Francisco  Neighborhoods,  representing  over  40  San  Francisco  civic  organizations,  has 
also  endorsed  retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location,  so  the  list  on 
the  attached  sheet  should  be  much  longer  than  shown. 

"I  wish  to  state  the  basic  reasons  why  I  am  opposing  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument: 

"  1 .   Moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  unnecessary  —  the  floor  space  required  for 
the  facilities  desired  by  the  project  sponsor  can  easily  be  made  up  by 
implementing  the  modifications  proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow. 

"2.   Moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  contrary  to  the  spirit,  letter  and  intent  of  the 
San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code. 

"3.    The  costs  of  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  include  design  and 

construction  costs  for  a  new  foundation  for  the  monument,  which  will  be  very 
expensive  at  any  of  the  proposed  locations.  This  money  is  needed  for  other  things 
that  will  enhance  the  new  library  building. 

"4.    Loss  of  site-specific  historicity  (location  and  orientation  re:  old  City  Hall)  and 
probably  damage  /  loss  of  component  parts  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  if  it  is 
moved. 


C&R.193 


THE  PIONEER  MONUMENT 
(Grove  and  Hyde  Streets,   San  Francisco) 
Gift  of  James  Lick  -  erected  189^ 
(Photograph  taken  in  May,  I906) 


C&R.194 


II 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
The  Pioneer  Monument  Survived   the  1906  Earthquake 
(and  others  since)  - 

But  Can  It  Survive   the  New  Main  Library  Project? 

Come   to  the  City  Planning  Commission  meeting  on  Thursday, 
December  12,    1991  (starting  at  1:30  PM  in  Room  282  at  City  Hall), 
at  which  time  comments  from  the  public  will  be  received  regarding 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for   the  new  main  library. 

The  following  project  alternatives  (listed  in  the  HEIR) 
allow  the  main  library  project  to  be  built  without  moving  the 
Pioneer  Monument: 

B-1:   New  main  library  is  built  with  design  modifications 
proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

C:       New  main  library  is  built  at  Yerba  Buena  Center 
rather  than  Civic  Center 

D:       Existing  main  library  building  is  repaired,  streng- 
thened and  expanded  (in  lieu  of  a  new  library  building), 

Retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  position  is 
important  for  several  reasons,  including: 

V  1.  Site-specific  historicity:   the  Pioneer  Monument  is  the 

last  remaining  component  of  the  pre-1906  Civic  Center  arrangement  - 
its   orientation  shows  its  relationship  with  the  old  City  Hall  (which 
was  destroyed  in  1906), 

2,  Impairment  of  the  quality  of  the  monument  (due  to  breakage 
and  loss  of  parts ) :   this  factor  will  become  worse  if  there  is  a 
storage  period  between  disassembly  and  re-erection. 

3,  Useless  cost  to  the  project:   depending  upon  how  it  is  done, 
moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  well  exceed  a  cost  of  Si, 000, 000, 
no-t  including  the  cost  of  a  new  foundation.   This  money  isr  needed  for 
other  thi^ngs  in  the  main  library  project. 

4,  Possible  complete  loss  of  the  Pioneer  Monument:  because  of 
political  pressures , the Pioneer  Monument ( once it is  disassembled) 
may  never  be  re-erected. 

Retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  is 
endorsed  by  the   following  organizations: 

Art  Deco  Society  of  S.F,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Asl 

California  Heritage  Council  Natl,   Trust  for  Historic  PresI 

California  Preservation  Fdn,  Native  Daughters  of  the  Goldes 

Daughters  of  the  Amer.   Rev,  New  Mission  Terr.  Improvemt, 

East  Mission  Improvement  Asn,         Victorian  Alliance 

East  &  West  of  Castro  St.  Improvement  Association 

Come  to  the  Dec,  12  hearing  and  testify  for  adoption  of  an  alterl 
that  will  keep  the  Pioneer  Monument  where  it  is.  The  California  Heritaj 
Council  has  endorsed  Alternative  B-1,  and  we  hope  that  this  wil?.  be  you 
choice   too.   Call  Win  Hayward  (386-654^)   if  you  need  further  informatica 


C&R.195 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"5 .   During  the  storage  period  which  would  probably  be  required  if  the  Pioneer 
Monument  is  disassembled,  political  /  budgetary  problems  could  easily  arise 
which  would  prevent  re-erection  of  the  monument,  probably  permanently." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  comments  represent  the  commenter's  opinion  including  opposition  to 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  Regarding  the  retention  of  floor  space  in  the 
proposed  New  Main  Librzuy,  please  see  the  response  to  the  previous  comment. 
For  project  relation  to  the  Master  Plan  and  City  Planning  Code,  please  see 
pp.  C&R.32  -  42  and  pp.  C&R.43  -  46,  respectively.  For  information  on  costs, 
please  see  Section  G,  "Cost  of  Altematives,"  pp.  C&R.229  -  234.  Regarding 
historic  resources,  including  the  monument  itself,  please  see  EIR  p.  84  and 
pp.  C&R.88  -  96.  Future  political  or  budgetary  circumstances  are  not,  per  se, 
environmental  issues  under  CEQA. 

Comment 

"Since  the  question  of  the  appearance  of  the  Monument  has  been  raised  by  the  sponsor 
we  will  request  that  all  sites  being  considered  for  relocation  be  more  fully  analyzed 
with  plans  and  sections  including  nearest  buildings  at  a  usable  scale  such  as  1"  equals 
30  feet  the  scale  used  on  page  [C&R.188  -  189]  enclosed. 

"Since  the  Monument's  relocation  will  be  both  a  significant  visual  loss  to  Market 
Street  and  have  a  yet  to  be  determined  visual  effect  on  any  new  site  this  must  be 
analyzed  in  the  E.I.R."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  project  sponsor  believes  that  retention  of  the  monument  in  place  would 
"crowd"  the  monument  and  presents  a  design  constraint  on  the  library  program. 
The  commenters  have  provided  figures,  pp.  C&R.188  -189,  in  support  of 
commenters'  contrary  opinion.  The  EIR,  on  pp.  192  -  196,  including  the  text 
added  on  pp.  C&R.229  -  234  regarding  costs,  analyzes  five  altemative  sites  for 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument. 


C&R.196 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  EIR  does  not  state  a  preference  for  any  of  the  potential  relocation  sites.  As 
noted  on  p.  C&R.  1 16,  the  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  the  project,  including 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  on 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality. 

Comment 

"[Ljook  at  Figure  25  and  Figure  36.  [Figure]  36  is  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
alternative.  Figure  25  is  the  project  as  proposed.  It  presents  a  blank  wall  at  street 
level  with  no  discernible  entry.  The  EIR  on  Page  34  states  that  this  will  be  the  most 
used  entry.  Like  all  architectural  mistakes,  this  will  develop  a  litany: 

'"How  do  you  find  the  library?' 

'"Well,  it's  that  building.  It's  the  back  of  it,  and  you  go  down  that  street.' 

"This  is  not  an  adequate  entry.  The  errors  on  the  analysis  of  the  altemative  are 
numerous.  But  I  think  this  photo  shows  that  the  altemative  produces  an  inviting 
civil,  civic,  welcoming  entrance.  It  doesn't  necessitate  the  removal  of  the 
monument  and  creates  a  south-facing  plaza,  an  additional  and  welcome  open 
space  at  that  spot."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

Response 

TTie  comment  expresses  an  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  project  design  and  is  not  a 
comment  on  the  content  of  the  EIR,  requiring  a  response. 

Cpnimcm 

"OMISSION:  The  Draft  E.I.R.  figure  36  needs  a  black  shadow  to  indicate  the 
proposed  entry.  Please  reproduce  enclosed  page  I ."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne 
MUIer.  SFT) 

"Page  191 .  Figure  36:  Does  this  show  Kurlander's  design?  If  not,  there  should  be  a 
page  showing  exact  Kurlander  design."  (Coinmissioner  Susan  Bierman) 


C&R.  197 


I 


C&R.198 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

See  Figure  36  (Revised),  p.  C&R.198,  to  which  shading  has  been  added  to 
illustrate  the  Grove  /  Hyde  streets  entrance  to  the  Altemative  B.l  library  building, 
as  requested  by  the  commenters. 

Regarding  the  second  comment.  Figure  36  was  prepared  by  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Inc.  (ESA),  using  a  base  photo  taken  by  ESA  and  an  overlay 
including  the  design,  provided  by  Ira  Kurlander.  With  the  revision  shading  the 
Grove  /  Hyde  entry  (see  p.  C&R.198),  it  thus  represents  the  Kurlander  design. 

Comment 

"As  a  long  time  friend  of  the  public  library,  I  am  horrified  that  those  involved  in 
constructing  the  new  library  building  would  consider  destroying  a  piece  of  history.  As 
the  only  survivor  of  the  earthquake  of  1906,  the  Lick  Monument  demarks  the  actual 
location  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall.  The  Lick  Monument  marks  the  time  and  place  of 
the  quintessential  event  in  local  history.  Yet  the  planners  would  for  no  good  reason 
despoil  this  history  as  an  act  of  architectural  arrogance. 

"James  Lick  made  a  gift  of  $100,000  for  the  monument  on  the  condition  that  said 
monument  would  be  'at  City  Hall.'  The  'City  Hall'  he  meant  in  that  phrase  was  the 
building  constructed  after  1873  in  the  old  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery,  a  building  intended 
by  its  builders  to  last.  So  Lick  meant  a  specific  location  as  a  condition  to  his  gift.  Any 
plan  to  move  the  monument  therefore  violates  the  legal  tenns  of  the  Lick  Tmst. 

"It  is  utterly  unnecessary  for  this  city  which  enshrines  history  to  violate  the  trust  of  this 
former  civic  benefactor.  A  New  Main  Library  will  occupy  an  entire  City  Block,  yet 
cannot  share  one  little  comer  for  this  monument  to  history.  Cannot  room  for  the  few 
functions  in  that  comer  set  out  in  the  new  plans  be  found  in  the  remainder  of  the  entire 
block  allotted  to  the  New  Main  Library. 

"In  this  historic  time,  monuments  seem  to  be  falling  all  over  the  world.  However,  no 
good  reason  exists  to  tear  down  this  one.  As  the  only  part  of  the  pre- 1906  Civic  Center 
to  survive  the  devastating  earthqucike,  this  monument  has  earned  its  right  to  survive." 
(Gary  Michael  Coutin)  (attachment) 


C&R.199 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

( 

SAN  FRAJ^CISCO 

CMpWlna  Ik  DtU  aatn  tie 


(Submiued  by  Gaiy  Michiel  Coutin) 


This  1849  map  of  "Tht  Taum  o]  San  Franeueo"  reprinted  1972  by 
The  Public  Service  Department,  Office  of  the  Mayor.  Joseph  L.  Alioto, 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

C  &  R.  200 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and 

Response 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  project  would  relocate  the  existing  Pioneer 
Monument  to  another  site  in  the  Civic  Center;  the  monument  would  not  be 
destroyed.  Among  numerous  references,  see  the  second  sentence  of  the  first 
partial  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  34  (Section  II,  Project  Description),  which  states  that 
"(t)he  existing  Pioneer  Monument  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  New  Library 
block  would  be  relocated  to  another  site  in  the  Civic  Center." 

The  current  location  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  adjacent  to  the  site  of  the  Old 
City  Hall,  constructed  in  1871-1897  and  badly  damaged  in  the  1906  earthquake 
and  fire.  As  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  62  -  64,  the  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group 
was  a  gift  from  the  estate  of  James  Lick,  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  in  1894, 
specifying  that  the  monument  be  located  at  the  City  Hall.  When  constructed,  the 
monument  was  located  at  the  Old  City  Hall  but  was  not  relocated  to  the  site  of  the 
New  City  Hall  (constructed  in  1915). 

The  comments  relating  to  the  Lick  Tmst  are  legal,  rather  than  environmental,  in 
nature  and,  therefore,  not  within  the  scope  of  the  EIR. 

As  noted  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.187  -  193,  the  project  sponsor's  reasons  for 
deciding  to  move  the  monument  included  removal  of  planning  constraint  on  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library,  restoration  of  the  monument  to  a  site  in  front  of  City 
Hall,  and  potentially  improved  views  of  the  monument. 

The  commenter  is  expressing  his  support  for  Alternative  B.l.  As  noted  on  EIR 
p.  187,  the  decision  makers  could  approve  an  altemative  instead  of  the  project. 

Potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  monument  relocation  are  discussed  on  pp.  83  - 
84  and  pp.  192  -  196  of  the  EIR,  and  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96. 


C&R.201 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"Especially  because  of  its  historical  significance  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  not  be 
moved  from  its  present  location  and  this  needs  to  be  addressed  prior  to  the  certification 
of  the  EIR.  Even  thought  it  may  not  be  considered  so  today,  the  Pioneer  Monument 
was  historical  and  accurate  for  its  time  and  place  and  needs  to  be  retained  at  its  present 
location.  It  is  significant  to  the  history  of  San  Francisco  and  its  retention  at  that 
precise  location  is  important. 

"The  Pioneer  Monument  is  our  'ROOTS'  ~  it  is  our  link  with  the  past.  Therefore  its 
retention  in  the  exact  location  is  so  very  important  as  HISTORY,  as  an  ARTIFACT  of 
that  time."  (Edith  McMillan) 

"I  think  they  should  get  back  to  admitting  that  the  kindest  and  most  meaningful 
location  for  the  monument  is  right  where  it  is  and  has  always  been.  A  local 
architecture  critic  recently  said,  talking  about  the  history  of  the  monument,  'The 
monument  is  a  lie,  but  it  is  true.  It  teUs  the  truth  about  our  city.' 

"I  think  we  should  respect  the  past,  and  if  we  treat  these  artifacts  correctly,  they  will 
add  up  over  time.  And  I  think  this  is  the  first  opportunity  I  have  heard  where  an 
adequate  altemative  is  offered  to  the  commission,  and  I  would  love  you  to  endorse  it." 
(Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

"We  do  stand  by  keeping  the  Pioneer  Monument  where  it  is."  (Anne  Bloomfield, 
LPAB) 

"Evelyn  Wilson,  who  is  president  of  the  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods, 
asked  me  to  speak  in  her  place,  to  speak  to  say  that  the  landmarks  should  not  be 
moved.  Now,  there  is  no  reason  for  this  to  be  a  throw  away  monimient,  and  there  is  no 
reason  for  this  to  remain  as  an  unsavory  place.  I  would  just  like  to  show  you  that  this 
landmark  did  survive  two  earthquakes,  the  1906  earthquake  and  the  1989  earthquake, 
and  here  is  the  photo  showing  the  landmark  surviving  and  the  City  Hall  having  gone 
down.  And  on  the  back,  you  will  see  the  points  which  the  coalition  has  voted  on  as 
being,  one,  that  the  new  Main  Library  should  be  built  with  design  modifications 
proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.  You  may  read  all  this."  (Margaret  Segal, 
Coalition  of  SF  Neighborhoods) 


C&R.202 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Please  adopt  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  Plan  for  the  new  library.  Of  utmost 
importance,  please  leave  the  1894  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location.  It  is  the 
only  remaining  link  with  the  pre- 1906  City  HaU  and  Civic  Center  and  should  remain 
where  it  is  a  memorial  and  connection  with  our  glorious  past  and  romantic  history. 
Moreover,  moving  it  would  be  hazardous  and  add  a  great  cost  of  funds  which  in  these 
times  of  tight  finances,  could  be  applied  usefully  for  other  necessities."  (Frederick  L. 
MUler) 

"Until  now,  my  main  concems,  like  so  many  others,  were  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument,  which  I  basically  oppose,  and  the  sterile  appearance  and  coldness  of  the 
Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  facades  with  the  new  building,  which  still  appear  to  have  that 
problem,  even  with  the  redesign,  as  you  can  vividly  seen  on  Figure  25,  Page  97  of  the 
EIR."  (Michael  Levin) 

"The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  endorses  the  retention  of  THE 
PIONEER  MONUMENT  in  its  present  location.  We  also  endorse  the  position  of  SAN 
FRANCISCO  TOMORROW  RE  THE  DESIGN  MODIHCATIONS  AS  PUT  FORTH 
BY  ARCHITECT  IRA  KURLANDER."  (Ramona  Albright,  Twin  Peaks  Council) 

"The  late  former  supervisor,  Jack  Morrison,  an  enthusiastic  member  of  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow,  was  a  firm  believer  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  not  be  moved.  He 
told  me  last  August  (after  a  meeting  of  the  Landmarks  Board  which  we  had  both 
attended)  that  this  problem  has  arisen  because  the  Pioneer  Monument  had  been 
perceived  as  an  obstacle  rather  than  as  an  opportunity.  I  suggest  that  it  is  not  too  late 
for  the  project  sponsor  (the  Library  Commission)  to  change  its  attitude  toward  the 
Pioneer  Monument  and  to  regard  it  as  a  design  opportunity,  which  in  fact  it  is." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  comments  express  support  of  Alternative  B  .  1  which  the  Library  Commission 
could  approve  instead  of  the  project. 

Potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  are 
discussed  on  EIR  pp.  83-84  and  under  Alternative  B.2.  EIR  pp.  192-196, 


C&R.203 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Respon; 


in  the  context  of  effects  related  to  the  architectural  resources  of  the  Civic  Center 
area  and  physical  effects  on  the  monument  itself.  See  also  the  response  on 
p.  C&R.187  -  193.  In  relation  to  comments  about  the  historic  significance  of  the 
monument,  please  see  the  comments  and  reponses  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96. 

Comment 

"I  point  out  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  one  of  several  imposing  monuments  along 
Market  Street,  including  the  Spanish- American  War  monument  at  Dolores  Street. 
Each  of  these  monuments  depicts  and  memorializes  a  significant  time  and  spirit  in  our 
history  as  a  nation,  and  they  should  all  be  treated  with  respect.  Respect  is  not  shown 
by  'uprooting'  them  and  relocating  them  (minus  a  few  parts  here  and  there)  whenever 
it  suits  the  convenience  of  the  entity  having  jurisdiction;  particularly  when  such 
relocation  is  not  necessary  for  the  project  at  hand."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  expressing  a  preference  for  Alternative  B .  1 ,  which  could  be 
adopted  instead  of  the  project. 

Other  monuments  in  San  Francisco  have  been  moved,  including  the  Native  Sons 
Monument  at  Post,  Montgomery  and  Market  Streets  (originally  at  Mason  and 
Turk  Streets,  later  in  Golden  Gate  Park)  and  the  Francis  Scott  Key  statue  within 
Golden  Gate  Park. 

Comment 

"I  have  a  copy  of  the  Independent  which  I  will  pass  on  to  you.  And  I  wiU  refer  you 
back  to  the  original  Proposition  'A'  which  did  not  specify  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  among  other  items  that  were  not  fuUy  disclosed  to  the  voters.  Corrections 
had  to  be  made  to  the  ballot  that  ultimately  led  to  the  resignation  of  Registrar  of  Voters 
Michelle  Corwin.  However,  and  again  and  again  the  voters  were  led  to  believe  that 
accommodation  would  be  made  to  keep  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  place,  where  it 
has  stood  for  about  80  years.  No  plans  at  the  time  of  the  vote  showed  any  re-location 
whatsoever  of  the  Pioneer  Monument."  (Edith  McMillan) 


C&R.204 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Now.  when  the  Friends  of  the  Library  came  before  the  coalition,  and  we  voted  on  this 
library,  one  of  the  main  points  they  made  to  us  to  get  us  to  endorse  the  new  library,  as 
you  see  by  this  article  ~  and  it's  in  your  records  —  was  that  the  creation  of  the  new 
library  would  be  a  way  in  which  we  could  keep  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  place.  That 
was  stressed  over  and  over,  and  here  you  have  a  picture  of  the  monument  in  place  with 
the  library  circling  around  it."  (Ramona  Albright,  Coalition  of  SF  Neighborhoods) 

"I  am  concerned  about  the  reliability  of  this  draft  in  light  of  the  1989-90  CivU  Grand 
Jury's  Final  Report  concerning  the  Library  Bond  Issue  of  1988  which  concluded  'City 
officials  misled  voters  into  believing  that  the  bond  measure  would  improve  all 
libraries.'  Library  Bond  Issue,  November  1988,  p.  2."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  commenters  have  not  raised  any  environmental 
issues,  and  therefore  no  response  is  required. 

Comment 

"Now,  there  is  another  objective  here  in  the  transportation  element,  Objective  No.  7.  I 
am  still  reading  from  the  Master  Plan.  It  says,  'Widen  sidewalks  where  intensive 
commercial,  recreation,  or  institutional  activity  is  present.'  The  sidewalk  on  the  Hyde 
Street  side  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  does  need  to  be  widened  if  the  monument  is  left 
there,  ...  for  all  alternatives  in  which  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  retained  in  its  present 
position.  Of  course,  we  and  the  organizations  that  I  mentioned,  the  Coalition  of  the 
San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  —  all  of  these  organizations  all  want  to  have  the 
monument  left  where  it  is,  but  we  point  out  that  you  need  to  put  an  extension  on  the 
sidewalk  in  order  to  make  it  safe,  because  currently  it  is  not  safe.  There  are  only  about 
four  feet  between  the  monument  and  the  curb.  And  that  could  be  easily  handled  by 
extending  out  about  seven  feet,  taking  over  a  parking  space.  And  if  they  are  not 
worried  about  losing  200  parking  spaces  for  the  Fulton  Mall,  they  are  not  going  to 
argue  about  losing  three  parking  spaces  by  the  Pioneer  Monument."  (Winchell  T. 
Hayward) 


C&R.205 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

Widening  of  the  sidewalk  around  the  Pioneer  Monument,  should  it  be  retained  at 
its  present  location,  would  eliminate  two  parking  spaces.  Elimination  of  two 
spaces  would  not  affect  the  overall  parking  analysis  and  conclusions.  This 
widening  could  improve  pedestrian  conditions  near  the  Grove  /  Hyde  Streets 
intersection.  Sidewalk  widening  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 

Comment 

"Page  192,  Paragraph  1,  last  line:  Why  is  a  visual  link  between  the  monument  and 
City  Hall  needed?  Who  asked  for  a  visual  link?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  discussion  of  a  visual  link  between  the  Pioneer  Monument  referenced  by  the 
commenter  is  part  of  the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejecting  Alternative  B.l. 

B.2.  PIONEER  MONUMENT,  RELOCATE  WITHIN  CIVIC  CENTER 

Comment 

"The  O'Brien-Kreitzberg  'Preservation  Feasibility  Study  for  the  Relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument'  should  be  published  as  an  Appendix  to  the  EIR."  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB). 

Response 

The  preliminary  feasibility  study  is  summarized  in  the  EIR,  pp.  192-196,  and  is 
available  for  review  in  the  project  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 


C&R.206 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Comment 

"p.  19.  1st  paragraph.  It  is  stated  that  the  monument  is  estimated  to  weigh  560  tons. 
What  is  the  source  of  this  figure,  which  seems  to  me  to  be  greatly  exaggerated?  The 
brick  building  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Fell  and  Franklin  (see  attached  page 
[C&R.208J)  now  a  pan  of  the  Board  of  Education  complex  originally  was  located 
mid-block  on  Grove  between  Polk  &  Larkin.  It  was  moved  about  1913(?)  at  a  cost  of 
$151,000  and  was  judged  to  weigh  7,000  tons.  It  is  a  substantial  building  yet 
according  to  the  data  here  weighed  only  12.5  times  that  of  the  Pioneer  Monument!  My 
source  of  data  regarding  the  brick  building  (originally  'High  School  of  Commerce') 
was  obtained  from  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Reports,  1915-1916,  page  1007."  (Ed 
Michael) 

"Page  192,  Paragraph  4:  How  much  does  the  Pioneer  monument  weigh  with  concrete 
foundation?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  weight  of  the  monument  was  estimated  by  O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates. 
Inc.,  in  the  preliminary  feasibility  study  for  relocation  of  the  monument.  The 
figure  was  based  on  conservative  estimates  of  the  monument's  size  and  density, 
and  could  be  subject  to  modification.  The  density  of  the  granite  used  in 
constmction  of  the  monument  is  greater  than  the  density  of  the  former  High 
School  of  Commerce  building,  which  is  mostly  "hollow,"  like  any  building. 
However,  the  point  of  discussing  the  monument's  weight  is  to  note  that  structural 
underpinning  would  be  required  to  support  the  monument  should  it  be  relocated 
above  an  underground  structure. 

The  concrete  foundation  of  the  monument  is  estimated  to  weigh  about  280  tons, 
according  to  the  same  study.  If  the  monument  were  relocated,  a  new  foundation 
would  be  constructed;  the  existing  foundation  would  not  be  moved. 

Comment 

"p.  192.  La.st  paragraph.  '.  .  .  relocation  to  each  of  the  five  potential  sites  .  .  .  .' 
Change  'each"  to  'any'."  (Ed  Michael) 


C&R.207 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


C&R.208 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  sentence  in  the  EIR  conveys  essentially  the  same 
meaning  and  has  not  been  revised. 

Comment 

"p.  193.  5th  paragraph.  Does  the  following  approximate  what  the  paragraph  intends  to 
convey? 

"The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  on  axis  with  the  dome  of  City  Hall  but  at  a  greater 
distance  (approximately  800  feet)  than  it  originally  enjoyed  with  the  dome  of  the  old 
City  Hall  (approximately  250(?)  feet)."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  last  sentence  of  the  fifth  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  193  is  revised  to  read  as 
foUows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

If  located  at  the  center  of  the  mall  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  the 
monument  would  be  about  800  feet  from  City  Hall,  compared  to  its 
pre- 1906  location  about  250  feet  from  Old  City  Hall. 

Comment 

"p.  193.  6th  paragraph.  Neither  of  the  two  locations  described  here  are  consistent  with 
what  is  shown  in  Fig.  37,  next  page  [page  1941."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

TTie  locations  in  Figure  37.  p.  194  are  approximate,  as  noted  on  the  figure.  The 
feasibility  study  examined  two  locations  in  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall,  one 
slightly  east  of  and  the  other  slightly  west  of  the  monument  symbol  in  Figure  37. 
The  marker  for  the  monument  was  to  illustrate  Fulton  Street  Mall  as  one  of  five 
potential  relocation  sites  under  consideration  by  the  Arts  Commission. 


C&R.209 


IX.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"pp.  18  &  19.  The  last  paragraph  on  page  18  really  doesn't  say  anything,  nor  very 
clearly.  And  nowhere  is  the  monument's  diminished  importance  discussed  if  it  is 
moved  from  its  original  site. 

'"There  ought  to  be  an  Altemative  B.4  in  which  (a)  site(s)  outside  the  Civic  Center 
might  be  more  suitable  than  any  proposed.  Eg.,  somewhere  in  Justin  Herman  Plaza 
after  the  subsurface  Muni  work  is  completed.  Here  it  would  be  seen  against  in  the 
context  of  a  building  which  is  contemporary  with  it.  As  far  as  relocation  within  the 
Civic  Center  is  concemed,  it  has  been  argued  that  the  monument  must  be  moved 
because  the  original  architects  didn't  show  it  retained  on  site.  By  the  same  token,  it 
can  be  argued  that  had  they  wanted  it  elsewhere  in  the  Civic  Center  they  had  the 
opportunity  to  indicate  this  on  their  plans  ~  but  didn't.  (They  did  indicate  an 
equestrian-type  monument  which  is  in  place.)"  (Ed  Michael) 

"And  while  I  see  no  need  for  moving  the  monument,  and  I  am  violently  opposed  to  it,  I 
think  the  EIR  is  deficient,  if  they  limit  the  moving  of  the  monument  only  to  the  Civic 
Center.  We  are  44  square  rmles,  and  there  is  nothing  that  says  that."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

As  noted  on  EER  p.  83,  last  sentence,  "moving  the  monument  would  eliminate  the 
last  remaining  marker  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  street  grid."  As  this  sentence 
indicates,  the  monument's  importance  as  a  marker  would  be  diminished,  if 
moved,  although  the  monument  would  not  be  destroyed.  Since  construction  of 
the  monument,  the  street  grid  and  surroundings  have  substantially  changed, 
however,  such  that  it  is  not  immediately  apparent  to  a  lay  viewer  that  the 
monument  marks  the  site  of  Old  City  HaU.  The  monument  is  not  identified  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  the  proposed  local 
Historic  District.  Relocation  of  the  monument  is  not  considered  a  significant 
impact  by  the  EIR  authors. 

EIR  Altemative  B.2  considers  various  locations  for  moving  the  Pioneer 
Monument  in  the  Civic  Center  area  for  the  reasons  outlined  on  DEIR  pp.  190-192 
and  pp.  C&R.187  -  193  herein.  These  locations  would  be  consistent  with 
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maintaining  the  relationship  of  the  monument  to  the  Civic  Center.  Moreover,  the 
intent  of  the  Lick  Trust  was  that  the  monument  be  located  within  the  Civic  Center 
area  and,  therefore,  sites  within  the  Civic  Center  area  were  considered. 

The  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  18  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

This  alternative  would  include  relocation  of  the  monument,  as  proposed 
under  the  project.  Effects  of  this  altemative  would  be  those  of  the  project, 
plus  site-specific  impacts  for  each  potential  relocation  site. 

Comment 

« 

"And  what  do  they  offer  us  as  altematives?  There  are  five  of  them  listed.  Four  of  them 
are  over  existing  subsurface  buildings,  and  this  thing  weighs  560  tons.  That's  like  560 
automobiles  in  a  heap.  You  can't  relocate  that  very  easily  on  top  of  a  pre-existing 
structure.  They  admit  they  can't  locate  it,  and  then  there  is  a  rumor  around  that  the 
latest  location  is  behind  the  Opera  House  and  the  Veterans'  Auditorium  on  Franklin 
Street,  paced  off  the  other  day,  actually  taped  it  off,  and  that's  the  drawing.  That's  the 
monument.  It  will  go  from  the  gate  to  the  sidewaUk  with  nine  feet  five  behind  it. 
That's  if  you  want  Califomia  to  face  City  Hall.  If  you  don't  mind  her  facing  the  stage 
house,  a  blank  wall,  or  facing  the  parking  lot,  that's  your  other  choice.  It's 
ridiculous."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

Response 

The  EIR  analyzes  five  potential  relocation  sites  that  have  been  considered  by  the 
Arts  Commission,  which  has  jurisdiction  of  publicly  installed  art  and  must 
approve  a  decision  to  relocate  the  monument  as  well  as  the  relocation  site,  as 
noted  on  EIR  p.  192.  The  Arts  Commission  has  not  proposed  consideration  of  a 
location  in  the  War  Memorial  Courtyajd./3/  See  the  following  response. 

Comment 

"Section  VTI.  Altemative  B  discusses  three  alternate  locations  for  the  Pioneer 
Monument.  However,  Alternate  B  neglects  to  discuss  other  potential  locations  within 
the  Civic  Center  area.  Specifically,  potential  locations  west  of  Polk  Street  are  not 
included. 
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"A  potential  altemative  which  would  maintain  the  historical  relationship  to  City  Hall 
would  be  located  at  Franklin  and  Fulton  Street.  This  location  could  provide  an 
important  view  terminus.  A  view  terminus  on  the  west  does  not  currently  exist  on  the 
east-west  axis  which  bisects  the  War  Memorial  Court.  This  altemative  would  not 
involve  modifying  the  configuration  of  the  inner  court;  but  the  modification  of  the 
parking  area  on  Fulton  Street  will  provide  a  suitable  location  for  the  Pioneer 
Monument. 

"In  contrast  to  other  altematives  which  would  necessitate  temporary  storage,  this 
location  could  be  prepared  sufficiendy  in  advance  of  construction  of  the  main  library. 
In  an  effort  to  expand  the  range  of  altematives  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  the 
sub-alternative  should  be  incorporated  in  Section  VII."  (Clark  Manus,  AIA) 

Response 


The  following  revisions  are  made  to  the  DEIR  to  assess  this  altemative. 


On  DEIR  p.  18,  a  new  last  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph: 

The  EIR  also  considers  a  sixth  location,  between  the  Veterans'  Building 
and  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House. 


On  DEIR  p.  192,  the  second  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  (first  paragraph 
under  "Description")  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 


This  altemative  describes  the  five  locations  currently  under  consideration 
by  the  Arts  Commission  for  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument/3/,  and  a 
sixth  location  which  was  subsequently  suggested. 


The  following  is  added  to  the  DEIR  as  new  text  at  the  bottom  of  p.  196: 


f)  Between  the  Veterans '  Building  and  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  War  Memorial  Court  would 
place  the  monument  on  axis  with,  on  the  west  side  of.  City  Hall.  The 
monument  thus  would  be  on  the  opposite  side  of  City  Hall  from  the 
majority  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings  that  are  contributory  to  the  three 
historic  districts.  Depending  on  the  precise  location  within  War  Memorial 
Court,  the  monument  would  be  about  400  feet  from  City  HaU. 
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Structural  underpinning  could  be  required  at  this  location,  depending  on 
subsurface  soil  conditions  and/or  structures.  A  service  tunnel  linking  the 
Opera  House  with  the  Veterans'  Building  extends  under  part  of  the  court. 
Relocation  to  this  site  could  occur  without  waiting  for  other  construction 
activities,  depending  on  the  need  for  underpinning.  Some  modification  of 
the  parking  area  west  of  the  Opera  House  and  Veterans'  Building  could  be 
required  for  this  alternative. 

Based  on  cost  estimates  for  the  potential  relocation  sites  considered  in  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  described  on  EIR  p.  192,  relocation  to  this  site  could 
cost  from  about  $550,000  to  about  $800,000,  with  an  additional  $100,000  to 
$250,000  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees. 

As  stated  in  the  preceding  response,  this  site  has  not  been  considered  by  the  Arts 
Commission.  The  War  Memorial  Board  of  Trustees  would  have  to  approve  this 
location. 

Comment 

"Page  84,  Paragraph  3,  first  sentence;  Repeats  first  sentence,  top  of  page." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

Both  sentences  do  state  that  the  monument  would  be  dismanded  as  part  of  the 
relocation  process.  The  first  paragraph  contains  information  provided  by  the 
project  sponsor,  while  the  third  paragraph  provides  information  from  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  mi  relocation  of  the  monument. 

Comment 

"P.  84  (top  two  lines):  It  does  not  seem  reasonable  to  expect  that  the  Pioneer 
Monument  could  be  moved  without  damage.  A  close  look  will  reveal  that  it  is 
comprised  of  a  great  many  pieces,  from  very  large  to  very  small,  many  very  ornate  and 
of  configurations  that  would  be  expensive  to  replicate,  and  of  much  fine  metalwork 
that  could  be  easily  damaged  or  lost.  Experience  with  the  Francis  Scott  Key 
monument  several  years  ago  has  shown  that  inoving  of  large  and  complex  monuments 
result  in  damage  to  component  parts  and  loss  of  some  of  them.  The  Pioneer 
Monument  is  much  larger  than  the  Francis  Scott  Key  monument.  A  storage  period 
would  increase  the  exposure  to  breakage  and  loss  of  parts,  and  it  could  later  require  a 
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concened  effort  by  citizen  groups  to  get  it  re-erected  (as  was  also  the  case  with  the 
Francis  Scott  Key  monument).  Again,  because  of  political  and/or  budgetary  reasons,  it 
may  not  be  possible  to  re -erect  the  Pioneer  Monument  once  it  has  been  dismantled." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  preliminary  feasibility  study  prepared  by  O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates, 
Inc.,  and  cited  on  EIR  p.  84,  third  paragraph,  includes  the  following  discussion: 

Due  to  the  extreme  weight  of  the  monument,  the  most  feasible  method  of 
relocating  it  would  appear  to  be  to  disassemble  it  into  the  pieces  from 
which  it  was  originally  fabricated.  The  five  statues  as  well  as  some  of  the 
other  metal  fabrications  would  have  to  be  removed.  The  main  column  and 
each  of  the  piers  would  then  be  marked,  disassembled,  moved  and  then 
reassembled  at  the  new  site.  This  process  would  most  likely  require  the 
supervision  of  an  expert  in  monuments  of  this  era  as  well  as  master 
stonemasons.  Once  the  work  actually  began  it  might  take  in  the  range  of 
two  to  four  months  to  relocate  the  monument.  Six  to  eight  months  of 
preplanning  and  engineering  would  also  most  likely  be  needed.  Prudent 
care  would  have  to  be  taken  not  to  damage  or  chip  the  structure  during  the 
process.  However,  due  to  the  size  of  the  pieces  and  their  apparent  current 
good  condition  after  being  exposed  a  hundred  years  and  subjected  to 
numerous  earthquakes,  the  monument  does  not  appear  to  be  overly 
fragile  ./4/ 

The  EIR  notes  on  p.  197  that  placing  the  monument  in  storage  would  require  that 
it  be  moved  twice  and  could  increase  the  possibility  of  damaging  the  monument. 
Also  on  p.  197,  it  is  noted  that  long-term  storage  of  the  monument  could  be 
considered  an  impact  due  to  the  removal  of  the  monument  from  public  view. 

Comment 

"More  specific  information  should  be  presented  concerning  means  for  assuring  the 
prompt  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  should  its  relocation  be  necessary." 
(Michael  M.  Levin) 

"Now,  I  want  to  make  a  brief  comment  about  the  Pioneer  Monument.  You  have  heard 
all  the  arguments  about  it  and  we  don't  need  to  go  into  that  any  further.  But  in  my 
discussion  with  the  people  who  are  opposed  to  moving  the  monument,  I  have 
discerned  there  are  really  two  groups  of  people.  There  are  those  people  who,  for  their 
own  reasons,  don't  feel  it  should  be  moved  under  any  circumstances,  and  there  are 
those  peoplp  who  feel  that  it  shouldn't  be  moved  because  they  have  no  confidence  in 
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city  government  that  the  monument  will  ever  be  repositioned  and  see  the  light  of  day. 
They  are  afraid  it  will  be  put  in  storage  and  not  appear  again. 

"That  latter  view,  we  have  a  lot  of  sympathy  for,  and  I  want  to  urge  that  the  EIR, 
which  presently  does  not  provide  a  specific  location  nor  a  plan  or  a  schedule  for 
relocating  the  monument  in  the  mitigation  measures,  when  they  are  complete,  provide 
a  specific  and  clearly  identifiable  plan  on  what  would  happen  to  the  monument. 

"The  alternative  that  is  suggested  of  putting  it  into  storage  forever  or  into  limbo  is,  I 
think,  a  very  unacceptable  alternative.  The  altematives  that  are  listed  in  EIR,  the  five 
of  them,  all  probably  would  require  that  the  monument  be  put  into  storage,  either  for  as 
short  as  one  year  or  as  long  as  eight  years.  I  think  we  need  to  look  and  see  if  there  are 
not  additional  locations  that  can  be  found  at  Civic  Center  for  the  monument  where  the 
monument  could  be  moved  next  year  without  going  into  storage.  And  I  would  hope 
that  the  EIR  consultants  would  investigate  that  possibility."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

As  noted  under  the  topic.  Significant  Effects,  pp.  C&R.166  -  173  of  this 
document,  the  EIR  authors  did  not  determine  that  relocating  the  Pioneer 
Monument  would  be  a  significant  impact,  and  thus  no  mitigation  is  required.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  would  make  the  final  determination  of  significance. 
EIR  p.  197  states  that  removing  the  monument  from  public  view  for  a  long  period 
such  as  25  years  could  "have  historic.  Architectural,  and  Cultural  impacts  related 
to  removing  an  historic  sculpture  from  public  view." 

The  schedule  for  relocation  of  the  monument,  should  relocation  occur,  would 
depend  on  the  site  selected.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  193,  paragraph  4,  based  on  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study,  relocation  would  take  two  to  four  months,  with  an 
additional  six  to  eight  months  of  preplanning  and  engineering.  As  stated  on  EIR 
pp.  193  -  196,  relocation  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  could  occur  before  relocation  to 
the  Fulton  Street  sites:  the  latter  would  require  that  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library  was  well  under  way.  Relocation  to  United  Nations  Plaza  was  considered 
likely  to  be  prohibitively  expensive  because  the  site  would  be  above  the  BART  / 
MUNI  station,  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  195. 
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Comment 

"I  am  also  supportive  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  to  relocate  it  to  make  more  room  for 
the  children  and  other  services.  And  we  need  as  much  room  as  possible  for  the 
services  for  the  children  in  the  city.  Rather,  we  realize  that  the  problem  right  now  is 
that  in  the  future  we  need  bigger  room  or  whatever  the  future  will  need,  and  we  realize 
it  would  be  too  costly  and  probably  too  late. 

"Also,  we  believe  the  monument  in  the  comer  of  the  library,  the  inspector  will  come 
and  we  will  have  lost  about  two  sides  of  the  monument.  That  probably  wouldn't  look 
very  good  for  the  monument.  So  it's  better  for  them  to  relocate  it."  (David  Tran,  TYA) 

"Just  lastly  and  briefly,  we  really  do  support  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument,  if  that's 
something  that  can  be  worked  out  with  the  community.  We  believe  it's  going  to  allow 
a  lot  more  space  for  the  city.  I  live  down  here.  That  monument  has  been  used  mainly 
as  an  unsavory  place  for  personal  needs  and  not  really  a  place  to  go  visit  and  admire 
history.  It  would  be  wonderful  if  it  could  be  moved  to  a  place  much  like  L'Enfant's 
Tomb  in  D.C.  where  it  tells  about  the  Lick  Memorial  and  maybe  gives  an  original  map 
of  the  city  and  educates  people  as  to  what  it  is,  rather  than  a  throw  away  statue  that's 
been  there  for  a  long  time."  (Kelly  Cullen,  TYA) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  comments  express  an  opinion  on  the  project  and  do 
not  address  the  content  of  the  EIR.  No  response  is  necessary. 

C.  ALTERNATIVE  SITE:  YERBA  BUENA  CENTER 

Comment 

"Page  19,  Paragraph  4:  This  is  no  alternative.  Block  2  is  out  of  the  question 
politically,  but  more  so  because  Block  2  can't  bear  the  weight,  either  the  gardens  or 
the  Marriott  ballroom.  You  need  another  site. 
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"Page  171,  Last  Paragraph,  second  sentence:  This  shows  the  fallacy  of  Yerba  Buena 
Center  Block  2. 

"Page  198,  Paragraph  2;  This  is  inadequate.  The  Esplanade  open  space  for  South  of 
Market  is  the  result  of  years  of  public  participation.  It  is  an  inadequate  discussion. 
This  alternative  should  be  stricken  as  it  cuts  the  heart  out  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  If 
left  in  you  have  to  show  the  whole  Yerba  Buena  Center  plan  and  history. 

"Page  198,  Paragraph  2,  lines  7  and  8:  East  Block  2  sale  of  land  is  needed  for 
completion  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  I  think  it  is  equally  unlikely  as  an  alternative 
site.  Check  with  [Redevelopment]  Agency  before  using  as  site. 

"Page  199,  Paragraph  1:  You  haven't  even  listed  consulting  with  [Redevelopment] 
Agency  or  sending  EIR  to  the  Agency. 

"Page  199,  Paragraph  3:  This  altemative  guts  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Plan.  I'm 
shocked. 

"Besides  all  else,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Block  2  couldn't  possibly  bear  this  size 
structure  and  the  block  is  finished.  The  west  side  where  Marriott  ballroom  is  couldn't 
hold  it. 

"I  wouldn't  even  discuss  the  next  3  pages.  I've  spent  15  years  fighting  for  Yerba 
Buena  Center,  and  to  see  our  Plan  trivialized  as  to  its  importance  to  South  of  Market  is 
beyond  comment."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  requires  that  an  EIR  contain 
alternatives  to  a  project  that  could  reduce  or  eliminate  one  or  more  potentially 
significant  effects  of  the  preferred  project.  Where  a  public  agency  is  the  project 
sponsor,  the  EIR  usually  includes  analysis  of  altemative  sites  as  well  as 
altematives  within  the  proposed  site  because  of  a  public  agency's  ability  to  own 
or  acquire  property  in  many  different  locations.  There  was  no  intent  to  trivialize 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Plan  or  the  work  of  the  many  people  who  spent 
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thousands  of  hours  preparing  and  detailing  the  Plan,  and  any  such  impression  was 
inadvertent.  The  EIR  authors  apologize  to  readers  who  may  have  inferred  that  the 
EIR  ignored  the  long  YBC  planning  process  by  the  selection  of  Yerba  Buena 
Center  as  an  off-site  alternative. 

YBC  was  chosen  as  a  reasonable  location  for  some  off-site  altematives  for  the 
San  Francisco  Main  Library  because,  like  the  preferred  altemative  site,  it  is 
convenient  to  many  transit  lines,  accommodating  users  from  all  over  the  City,  and 
because  it  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  another  City  agency  and  therefore  easier  to 
obtain  control  of  as  a  site  than  a  privately-owned  site  would  be.  Locating  the 
Main  Library  in  any  of  several  YBC  sites  would,  of  course,  change  the  intensity 
of  the  planned  uses  in  YBC,  as  is  noted  in  the  DEIR,  last  paragraph,  p.  200,  as 
well  as  the  nature  of  those  uses.  The  degree  of  change  would  depend  on  the 
precise  location  within  the  Area. 

If  the  library  were  to  replace  the  retail  uses  planned  for  the  east  side  of  Fourth 
Street  (on  the  west  side  of  Central  Block  2)  or  the  recreational  /  entertainment 
uses  being  considered  for  Fourth  near  Howard,  the  land  use  change  would  not  be 
as  great  as  for  some  other  locations  in  the  YBC  area,  for  purposes  of  impact 
analysis,  since  physical  impacts  such  as  those  on  transportation  /  air  quality 
would  be  the  same  as,  or  less,  for  a  library  use  than  for  retail  uses.  If  a  library  use 
were  to  include  evening  functions,  it  could  include  more  nighttime  activity  than 
would  retail  uses  that  might  close  soon  after  the  end  of  the  usual  work  day,  and 
would  include  more  nighttime  activity  than  office  uses.  Clearly,  placement  of  a 
public  libreuy  in  a  location  that  would  otherwise  contain  recreational,  retail  or 
office  uses  would  change  the  revenue-generating  ability  of  any  of  the  YBC  sites. 
However,  if  no  developer  were  to  come  forward  for  some  time,  it  is  possible  that 
the  city  would  choose  to  use  the  site  for  a  public  purpose  rather  than  a  more 
revenue-producing  use. 

The  subaltemative  discussed  on  page  198  of  the  DEIR  covering  placement  of  the 
new  Main  Library  within  the  planned  open  space  on  Central  Block  2  has  been 
eliminated  from  discussion  in  the  EIR.  Taking  an  area  designated  for  open  space 
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is  infeasible  in  downtown  where  open  space  is  a  scarce  and  valuable  resource,  as 
noted  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  It  is  also  infeasible  because  to  relocate  the  open 
space  to  other  areas  of  YBC  would  frustrate  the  intent  of  the  plan  for  the  Central 
Blocks,  which  was  chosen  based  on  the  Esplanade  open  space  concept.  Finally, 
the  Moscone  Convention  Center  expansion,  being  completed  underground  under 
the  east  and  central  portions  of  Central  Block  2  where  the  open  space  is  located, 
has  been  specifically  designed  to  accommodate  the  open  space  uses  in  their 
presently-proposed  location.  Redesign  and  rebuilding  of  that  portion  of  the 
Convention  Center  expansion  would  be  required  both  to  strengthen  the  facility  to 
accommodate  the  weight  of  a  building  and  also  to  reorganize  placement  of  utility 
structures  and  other  features  that  were  established  precisely  in  relation  to  the 
plans  for  the  open  space./5/  Therefore  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of 
DEIR  pp.  198  -  202,  as  indicated  below. 

The  altemative  site  along  Fourth  Street  on  Central  Block  2  would  need  to  include 
structural  strengthening  of  the  Marriott  Ballroom  and  its  truck  loading  areas  in 
order  to  accommodate  a  new  library  building,  as  that  underground  structure  was 
designed  for  low-to-midrise  retail  buildings.  However,  this  type  of  structural 
strengthening  is  reasonably  feasible  without  complete  rebuilding  of  the  existing 
facility,  unlike  the  area  of  the  Convention  Center  that  is  under  the  open  space 
elsewhere  on  the  Block./5/  This  altemative  would,  of  course,  be  more  costly  than 
the  proposed  site  due  to  the  additional  strengthening  required. 

Use  of  the  East  Block  2  sites  that  are  cited  in  the  Draft  EIR  as  possible  locations 
for  a  new  Main  Library  would,  as  the  commenter  notes,  remove  the  main  source 
of  funding  for  landscaping  the  open  space  on  Central  Block  2.  (See  the  changes 
to  the  EIR  text  below.)  In  addition,  the  two  vacant  sites  on  East  Block  2  are  each 
considerably  smaller  than  the  preferred  site  in  Civic  Center  (about  32,(KX)  sq.  ft. 
and  22,000  sq.  ft.,  with  the  planned  Museum  of  Modem  Art  located  between  the 
sites,  versus  90,000  sq.  ft.  for  the  New  Library  block  in  Civic  Center;  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  footprint  would  occupy  about  58,500  sq.  ft.  of  that 
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site).  Therefore,  if  either  of  these  sites  were  to  be  chosen  the  library  would  need 
to  be  completely  redesigned,  with  more  smaller  levels  to  fit  one  of  the  two 
locations  ./5/ 

The  following  changes  are  made  to  the  DEIR  discussion  of  Alternative  C, 
pp.  197  -  202. 

On  p.  198,  first  full  paragraph,  the  first  two  sentences  are  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (location  of  deleted  language  indicated  by  brackets): 


Under  this  altemative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  on  [] 
Central  Block  2  in  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the  block  bounded  by  Mission, 
Howard,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets,  or  on  East  Block  2,  the  block  bounded 
by  Mission,  Howard  and  Third  Streets  and  a  line  about  mid-block  between 
TTiird  and  New  Montgomery  Streets.  On  Central  Block  2,  the  library  could 
be  built  on  the  west  (Fourth  Street)  side  of  the  block,  occupying  space 
currently  planned  for  a  retail  buUding  and  parking  []. 


On  p.  1 99,  the  following  new  paragraphs  are  added  after  the  second  paragraph  to 
provide  the  reader  with  background  on  the  development  of  Yerba  Buena  Center. 


BACKGROUND 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Redevelopment  Project  has  a  long  history. 
The  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law  was  adopted  in  1945  as  a 
basis  for  fostering  new  building  and  development  programs  after  World 
War  n,  in  urban  areas  identified  as  blighted  under  the  terms  of  the  law. 
The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  established  a  Redevelopment 
Agency  in  1948.  In  1953  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designated  19  blocks  as 
redevelopment  area  "D"  in  the  South-of-Market  District.  After  five  years 
of  study  and  debate,  this  decision  was  reversed,  and  in  1958  the  area  was 
undesignated  as  a  redevelopment  area.  However,  in  1961,  this  decision  was 
in  tum  reversed,  and  area  "D"  (later  to  become  YBC)  was  redesignated  with 
different  boundaries.  The  official  Redevelopment  Plan  was  originally 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  Apnl  25,  1966.  When  planning 
and  implementation  of  the  plans  for  YBC  reached  the  point  of  property 
acquisition  and  relocation  of  businesses  and  residences,  several  suits  were 
filed  in  local  and  federal  courts.  Some  involved  prolonged  litigation  and 
resulted  in  substantial  delays  to  the  project.  They  resulted  also  in  project 
changes  representing  expressed  community  interests,  such  as  inclusion  of 
subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  to  partially  compensate  for  major 
dislocations  of  low-income  residents  of  the  redevelopment  area,  including 
3,170  single  persons  and  250  families. 
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On  August  31,  1976,  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Verba  Buena 
Center  recommended  17  items  be  incorporated  in  the  plan  for  YBC, 
including  an  underground  exhibit  hall  and  financing  mechanisms  for  an 
urban  park.  On  November  2,  1976,  San  Francisco  voters  approved  a 
declaration  of  policy  that  "the  City  construct  a  convention  exhibit  hall  at 
YBC  using  a  four  f>ercent  hotel  room  tax  to  finance  lease  revenue  bonds, 
underground  if  financially  feasible."  Several  changes  in  permitted  land  use 
and  density  in  the  redevelopment  area  were  incorporated  into  a  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  13,  1979.  The 
Moscone  Center  has  since  been  constructed  and  was  opened  on 
December  10,  1981. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  selected  the  Marriott  Corporation,  the  Rouse 
Company,  and  Olympia  &  York  to  develop  the  22-acre  central  portion  of 
YBC  known  as  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  began  a  period  of  exclusive 
negotiations  leading  to  a  proposed  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreement  (DDA).  During  the  negotiations,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
staff  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  received  guidance  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  in  establishing  parameters  for  the 
general  design  principles,  the  general  design  principles  applicable  to  urban 
design,  and  whether  housing  should  be  built  in  addition  to  other  permitted 
uses. 

At  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles  associated  with 
development  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Commission  further  indicated 
its  preference  for  the  design  principles  embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled 
"The  Esplanade,"  an  open  plaza  to  extend  from  St.  Patrick's  Church  on 
Mission  Street  to  Moscone  Center.  In  1982,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
focused  on  a  single  development  proposal  for  YBC  called  the  "Main 
Program."  On  December  19,  1984,  the  Agency  entered  into  a  DDA  with 
the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  that  was  to  govern  the  development  of 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  This  DDA  proposed  development  of  the  four 
so-called  "Central  Blocks"  (the  blocks  bounded  by  Third.  Harrison,  Fourth 
and  Market  Streets)  and  East  Block  2  in  three  phases.  The  agreement 
included  development  of  the  Marriott  Hotel  and  development  of  office, 
recreational  and  entertainment,  and  retail  uses. 

The  initial  idea  for  open  space  within  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  is  attributed  to 
the  1976  Mayor's  Select  Committee.  As  part  of  its  set  of 
recommendations,  the  coinmittee  recommended  that  an  urban  park  be 
included  within  the  central  blocks.  Since  1988.  a  private  citizen's  group 
(Friends  of  the  Gardens)  has  been  involved  in  the  planning  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Gardens.  This  group  has  advocated  the  development  of  open  space, 
recreational  and  cultural  uses  within  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Friends' 
recommendations  have  included  providing  water  elements,  an  ice  rink,  a 
children's  play  area,  a  child  care  facility,  space  for  outdoor  concerts,  active 
use  areas,  sculptures,  cultural  uses  and  gardens  as  part  of  the  Yerba  Buena 
Gardens  Development. 
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A  proposed  amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  would  revise  the  scope  of 
development  and  would  establish  the  financial  terms  and  conditions  for  the 
conveyance  of  two  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  parcels  on  East  Block  2  to  the 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer,  currently  is  under  consideration  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  also 
has  entered  into  a  separate  DDA  with  the  Museum  of  Modem  Art  for  a 
200,000-square-foot  facility  on  East  Block  2  and  a  separate  Land 
Disposition  Agreement  with  Griffin  /  Related  Properties  for  a 
492,000-sq.  ft.  office  buHding. 

The  environmental  documentation  accompanying  the  administrative 
process  described  for  YBC  has  proceeded  largely  from  the  general  to  the 
specific.  In  1978,  the  YBC  FEIR  evaluated  four  prototypical  altematives  to 
YBC  ranging  from  relatively  low  density  to  relatively  high  density.  The 
First  and  Second  YBC  EIR  Supplements  investigated  in  more  detail 
specific  proposals  for  limited  portions  of  the  YBC  area.  The  current  YBC 
Subsequent  EIR  updates  these  previous  documents  with  emphasis  on  the 
proposed  area-wide  plan  changes  envisioned  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 


On  DEIR  p.  199  [FEIR  p.  199b],  a  new  second  sentence  is  added  to  the  first 
paragraph  under  Impacts,  as  follows: 

This  alternative  would  change  the  planned  uses  for  Yerba  Buena  Center, 
developed  as  part  of  an  extended  planning  process,  over  many  years. 


On  DEIR  p.  200,  last  paragraph,  the  last  sentence  is  revised  as  follows  (new 
language  underlined): 


The  nature  of  land  use  would  be  different  from  present  conditions  and 
similar  to  cultural  uses  proposed  under  the  YBC  program,  although  the 
specific  library  use  would  differ  from  planned  uses  for  YBC  developed  as 
part  of  an  extended  planning  process. 


On  DEIR  p.  201,  in  the  second  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  is  revised  as 
foUows  (location  of  deleted  language  indicated  by  brackets): 


As  a  result,  a  direct  comparison  of  travel  demand  between  the  New  Main 
Library  and  the  land  use(s)  it  would  replace  in  the  YBC  program  (retail  / 
parking  []  or  office  use)  is  not  possible. 


On  DEIR  p.  201,  in  the  third  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  is  deleted. 
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On  DEIR  p.  202.  the  first  two  lines  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  are  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  underlined): 

.  .  .  program  would  require  additional  engineering  and  construction  work, 
such  as  more  extensive  foundations.  .  .  . 


On  DEIR  p.  202,  in  the  first  full  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  is  revised  as 
follows  (location  of  deleted  language  indicated  by  brackets): 

If  the  library  were  built  in  addition  to  an  existing  stmcture  [],  effects  on 
views,  shadow  and  wind  would  be  greater  than  anticipated  from  planned 
development,  while  if  the  library  were  built  instead  of  a  larger  currently 
planned  building  (for  example,  an  office  tower),  these  effects  would  be  less 
than  anticipated  from  planned  development. 

On  p.  202,  the  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  full  paragraph: 

If  the  New  Main  Library  were  constructed  on  the  Fourth  Street  side  of 
Central  Block  2,  it  would  be  above  the  already-buUt  Marriott  ballroom,  and 
would  require  additional  structural  strengthening.  If  the  library  were  built 
on  East  Block  2,  the  buUding  would  occupy  space  currently  planned  for 
office  space  under  the  YBC  "Main  Program."  The  library  would  have  to  be 
completely  redesigned  to  fit  the  smaller  lot  on  which  it  would  be 
constmcted;  the  larger  of  the  two  lots  adjacent  to  the  Museum  of  Modem 
Art  site  is  about  32,000  sq.  ft.,  or  about  half  of  the  footprint  of  the  New 
Main  Library  as  proposed  under  the  project.  To  accommodate  the  same 
library  program,  the  building  would  be  taller,  with  smaller  floor  plates. 
Locating  the  library  in  place  of  planned  office  use  would  eliminate  the 
primary  source  of  funding  for  landscaping  the  open  space  on  Central 
Block  2./6a/ 


The  following  foomote  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  209: 

/6a/    Sause,  Helen.  Project  Manager  for  Yerba  Buena  Center,  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone  conversation, 
Febmary  7,  1992. 


Comment 


"Page  202,  Paragraph  2:  Why  no  reasons  for  rejecting  Yerba  Buena  Center 
alternative."  (Commissioner  Susan  Biennan) 
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Response 

CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126(d)(1)  requires  that  the  reasons  why  altematives 
are  rejected  in  favor  of  the  project  must  be  provided  in  the  EIR  if  the  altematives 
"were  considered  in  developing  the  proposal."  The  Yerba  Buena  Center 
altemative  was  included  in  the  EIR  for  purposes  of  a  comparative  analysis  of 
environmental  impacts;  the  altemative  was  not  considered  by  the  project  sponsor 
in  planning  the  proposed  New  Main  Library. 

D.  EXPANSION  AND  REUSE  OF  EXISTING  LIBRARY 

Comment 

"P.  202:  Altemate  D  appears  to  be  the  most  economical  of  all  of  the  altematives, 
because  the  existing  library  building  will  have  to  be  repaired  and  seismically 
strengthened  anyway.  I  believe  that  each  of  the  proposed  altematives,  as  well  as  the 
plan  advanced  by  the  project  sponsor,  should  have  a  total  estimated  cost  figure  listed 
in  the  DEIR,  in  order  to  enable  proper  comparison  of  these  altematives  with  the 
sponsor's  plan.  The  sponsor's  reason  for  rejecting  this  Altemative  D  ('require  closing 
of  main  library  during  construction')  does  not  sound  convincing,  because  the  branch 
libraries  could  be  strengthened  to  handle  much  of  this  patron  load  during  the 
constmction  period.  For  the  probable  considerable  savings  of  Altemative  D,  the 
library -using  public  should  be  willing  to  accept  reduced  services  during  the 
constmction  period."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

"I  ask  this  Commission  to  reject  the  proposed  EIR;  to  leave  the  Pioneer  Monument 
where  it  stands;  to  preserve  the  Main  Library  as  a  library  —  a  piece  of  San  Francisco's 
cultural  legacy  and  architectural  history  —  intact  and  to  recommend  the  adoption  of 
Altemative  D,  Remodeling  of  the  Main."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  comments  express  a  preference  for  Altemative  D,  which  could  be  approved 
instead  of  the  project.  The  comments  do  not  address  the  content  of  the  EIR,  and 
no  response  is  necessary. 
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E.  EXISTING  UBRARY  AS  COURTS  FACILITY 
Comment 

"Since  the  new  Main  Library  will  be  built  and  the  'old  Main's'  proposal  to  be 
converted  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  is  encountering  some  difficulties,  I  [would]  like  to 
PROPOSE  AN  ALTERNATE  PLAN: 

"Namely  —  that  the  Old  Main  Library  be  converted  to  use  by  the  Municipal  and 
Superior  Courts  that  are  currently  using  the  3rd  and  4th  Floors  of 
City  Hall. 

"This  would  then,  in  turn,  free  two  (2)  floors  of  City  Hall  space 
which  should  be  used  for  support  services  such  as  BuUding  Permits, 
B.B.I.,  Planning,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Abatement  &  Enforcement, 
Rent  Boards,  etc.,  all  [.  .  .]  services  that  are  citizen-intensive  and  that 
should  be  easily  accessible  and  NOT  scattered  over  wide  and 
sometimes  difficultly  accessible  locations. 

"I  urge  you  to  take  this  into  consideration  before  certifying  the  EIR."  (Edith  McMillan) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  apparently  stating  an  opinion  favoring  EIR  Altemative  E, 
Existing  Library  As  Courts  Facility.  As  described  on  EIR  pp.  205-206, 
Altemative  E  would  relocate  the  Civil  Division  of  the  Superior  Court  into  the 
existing  library  building,  from  the  current  location  at  City  Hall,  instead  of 
relocating  the  Asian  Art  Museum  from  Golden  Gate  Park  into  the  existing 
building,  and  would  construct  a  New  Main  Library  as  with  the  proposed  project. 
As  stated  on  EIR  p.  205,  relocating  the  Courts  into  the  existing  library  building 
would  require  remodeling  of  the  existing  building,  and  expansion  of  the  existing 
building  by  replacing  the  45  Hyde  Street  building.  Discussion  of  impacts  of 
Altemative  E,  compared  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  indicates  that  the 
impacts  of  Altemative  E  would  on  balance  be  about  the  same  or  greater  than 
would  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Specifically,  use  of  the  existing  library 
building  as  a  Courts  facility  could  entail  removal  of  the  statues  and  inscriptions 
from  the  Larkin  Street  facade  of  the  existing  building,  as  with  the  current 
proposal  to  use  the  existing  building  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  Thus,  impacts  on 
architectural  and  historical  resources  and  on  urban  design/visual  quality  could  be 
essentially  the  same  under  Altemative  E  as  with  the  proposed  project. 
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Comment 

"From  his  testimony  at  the  Dec.  12,  1991,  meeting  of  your  Commission,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  director  of  the  Asian  Arts  Museum  is  less  than  overjoyed  at  the  prospect  of 
moving  the  collection  for  which  he  is  responsible  into  a  'Beaux  Arts'  building.  I 
believe  that  converting  the  existing  library  building  into  a  courts  building  is  much 
more  in  keeping  with  the  character  and  decor  of  the  building,  rather  than  making  an 
'Asian  Arts  Museum'  out  of  it.  A  courts  building  has  long  been  needed  in  the  Civic 
Center  area."  (WincheU  T.  Hay  ward) 

Response 

Rand  Castile,  Asian  Art  Museum  Director,  has  indicated  the  museum  has  no 
desire  to  locate  elsewhere.  See  the  comments  and  response  under  "Project 
Chacteristics,"  pp.  C&R.  19  -  20. 

Comment 

"P.  205  (Alt.  E):  this  discussion  should  include  the  option  of  keeping  the  Pioneer 
Monument  where  it  is,  as  is  done  for  Altemative  B-1."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

Response 

Under  Altemative  E,  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  as 
proposed  under  the  project,  but  the  existing  library  building  would  be  converted 
to  a  courts  building  rather  than  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  as  discussed  on  EIR 
pp.  205-207.  As  noted  on  EIR  pp.  188-192  and  herein  on  pp.  C&R.187  -  193,  a 
New  Main  Library  altemative  could  be  constructed  without  relocating  the  Pioneer 
Monument. 

F.  PROJECT  WITH  CIVIC  CENTER  GARAGE  EXPANSION 
Comment 

"Page  207,  Paragraph  3:  Is  this  altemative,  expanding  Civic  Center  Garage,  being 
currently  considered?  All  information  on  this  should  be  provided."  (Commissioner 
Susan  Bierman) 
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"The  EIR  does  analyze  expanding  the  Civic  Center  garage.  We  think  that's  a  very 
imponant  concern.  And  the  bond  issue  for  that  is  now  definitely  in  the  works.  I 
cannot  say  to  you  at  this  point  what  the  exact  size  should  be.  The  Traffic  and  Parking 
Authority  has  recommended  expanding  it  by  370  spaces.  It  may  need  to  be  larger,  it 
may  need  to  be  smaller.  And  I  think  that  work  needs  to  be  done  in  the  EIR  can  quantify 
that  better."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  for 
placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  measure  to  fund  construction  of  a 
370-space  addition  to  the  Civic  Center  Garage. 

As  noted  in  the  EIR.  pp.  144  -  149,  and  on  pp.  C&R.137  -  138,  there  would  be 
sufficient  parking  in  the  project  area  (bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough 
Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue)  to  accommodate  project-generated  vehicles, 
allowing  for  the  loss  of  parking  due  to  the  project,  except  on  peak  special-event 
weekdays  (about  40  weekdays  per  year),  when  there  would  be  a  parking  deficit  of 
about  185  spaces  (see  Table  6,  EIR  p.  146).  With  cumulative  development  in  the 
project  vicinity,  including  the  project,  EIR  pp.  149  -  151  indicates  that  there 
would  be  a  parking  shortfall  of  about  145  spaces  on  an  average  weekday  and  a 
shortfall  of  about  730  spaces  on  a  peak  special-event  weekday. 

The  DEIR  analyzes  a  570-space  garage  expansion  in  Alternative  F,  Project  with 
Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  pp.  207  -  209.  A  370-space  garage  would 
include  200  fewer  spaces  than  analyzed  in  this  EIR  alternative.  The  resulting 
difference  in  impacts  between  the  two  would  be  that  a  smaller  expansion  would 
result  in  an  unmet  demand  of  285  to  360  spaces  under  cumulative  peak 
special-event  weekdays,  compared  to  85  to  160  spaces  with  the  altemative 
analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Either  size  garage  would  meet  the  185-space  demand  of  the 
existing-plus-projcct  condition  on  a  special  event  weekday.  The  average 
non-sp>ecial  event  weekday  cumulative  unmet  parking  demand  of  70  to  145  spaces 
would  be  satisfied  by  either  size  expansion.  In  the  long  mn,  there  would  be  less 
traffic  associated  with  the  garage  if  the  smaller  expansion  were  constmcted. 
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Comment 

"There  is  an  aspect  of  the  garage  which  is  really  quite  novel.  Because  it  wiU  be 
underground  and  because  the  library  has  been  designed  on  the  possibility  that  there 
will  be  some  underground  facility  next  to  it,  there  is  a  doorway  in  the  basement  that 
could  enter  into  the  garage,  and  that  doorway  provides  the  potential,  not  only  for 
people  who  park  in  the  garage  to  enter  into  the  library,  but  it  provides  the  potential  for 
a  pedestrian  tunnel  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  garage  into  the  Muni-BART 
Station.  That  possibility  has  been  endorsed  by  the  Library  Commission  and  actually 
was  recognized  in  the  San  Francisco  Transportation  Plan,  which  was  approved  by  the 
voters  in  1989.  In  fact,  I,  having  been  a  member  of  the  committee  that  drew  up  the 
plan,  inserted  an  item  which  specifically  allocates  as  much  as  five  million  dollars  to 
assist  in  the  payment  of  such  a  tunnel."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

"And  also  I  would  like  consideration  of  an  underground  passageway  from  the  Civic 
Center  Station,  the  BART  and  MUNI  station  over  to  the  library  facility."  (Edward 
Evans,  NOMPC) 

Response 

A  proposed  underground  pedestrian  passageway  that  would  connect  the  Civic 
Center  BART/MUNI  Station  within  the  proposed  New  Main  Library,  the  existing 
library  buUding/Asian  Art  Museum,  and  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Garage 
expansion  was  included  in  the  Transportation  Expenditure  Program  half-cent 
sales  tax  increase  approved  h\  San  Francisco  voters  in  November  1989.  The 
proposed  passageway  was  assigned  priority  three  status,  the  lowest  ranking  for 
projects  included  in  the  transportation  expenditiue  plan,  meaning  that  funding  for 
the  passageway  is  uncertain./6/  Because  construction  of  the  passageway  is  not 
considered  likely  within  the  timeframe  considered  for  the  project  in  the  EIR,  it 
was  not  included  in  the  EIR. 
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G.  COSTS  OF  ALTERNATIVES 
Comment 

"P.  18:  The  impression  is  given  that  $750,000  is  all  that  is  needed  to  relocate  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  regardless  of  where  it  would  go.  There  is  no  specific  statement  as 
to  the  cost  of  the  foundations  (which  will  vary  between  locations)  which  would  go 
through  (or  impinge  upon)  existing  or  future  subsurface  structures,  and  thus  would  be 
very  expensive.  The  reader  is  left  to  infer  that  $750,000  is  all  that  is  needed  for  the 
entire  work,  which  is  patently  incorrect  since  it  cannot  include  the  design  and 
constmction  costs  of  a  seismically-adequate  foundation  in  any  of  the  five  proposed 
locations.  In  the  case  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  if  that  project  goes  through  it  would  be 
necessary  to  move  the  Pioneer  Monument  a  second  time! 

"To  put  relocation  costs  for  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  proper  perspective,  reliable 
estimates  for  design  and  construction  costs  for  a  foundation  at  each  of  the  five 
proposed  locations  should  be  developed,  and  added  to  the  estimated  costs  for 
disassembling  the  monument  and  moving  it  to  storage,  and  later  moving  it  to  its  new 
site  and  re-erecting  it.  I  am  confident  that  the  total  estimated  cost  of  moving  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  when  aU  costs  are  properly  assessed,  will  be  up  in  the  millions. 

"Now,  there  are  some  significant  omissions.  That's  the  cost  of  moving  the  Pioneer 
Monument.  The  EIR,  the  Draft  EIR,  says  that  the  library  foundation  is  setting  aside 
$750,000  to  move  the  monument.  The  inference  is  given  that  that  is  going  to  cover  all 
the  costs.  I  point  out  before  saying  further  that  the  initial  estimate  for  moving  the 
monument  was  $175,000.  Now,  they  are  up  to  three-quarters  of  a  million.  Nobody  has 
said  that  that  is  going  to  include  the  cost  of  a  foundation. 

"All  of  the  four  proposed  relocations  will  have  to  have  strengthening  of  the 
understructure.  And  the  fifth  one,  which  is  in  the  middle  of  the  Fulton  Mall,  if  you  put 
the  monument  there  in  the  middle  of  the  Fulton  Mall,  later  on  when  they  build  the 
garage,  which  is  their  intention  to  build  a  garage  under  the  monument,  they  will  have 
to  move  it  again  because  you  can  t  build  a  garage  under  560  tons  of  stone  and  metal. 
It's  not  tenable. 
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"So  all  five  of  the  locations  that  are  proposed  for  this  monument  are  going  to  be 
prohibitively  expensive  in  my  estimation,  but  this  is  a  significant  thing.  No  numbers 
have  been  provided.  In  order  to  make  a  reasonable  assessment  of  the  validity  of 
moving  of  the  monument  one  place  or  another,  you  have  to  know  what  is  the  cost 
involved.  The  $750,000  may  really  be  a  drop  in  the  bucket. 

"P.  197  (first  paragraph):  If  the  Library  Foundation  is  to  pay  the  costs  of  relocating 
and  storing  the  Pioneer  Monument,  those  costs  should  include  design  and  construction 
costs  for  an  adequate  foundation  (as  previously  mentioned).  Estimated  total  costs  for 
all  work  necessary  to  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument  (including  a  new  foundation) 
should  be  stated  for  each  for  the  proposed  five  new  locations.  Moving  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  would  have  to  be  done  under  a  City  contract.  The  Library  Foundation 
should  turn  over  to  the  City  sufficient  funds  to  cover  the  entire  job  ~  design  and 
construction  of  the  new  foundation,  plus  disassembly,  moving  to  and  from  storage,  and 
re-erection  —  before  any  work  (design  or  otherwise)  is  done  on  the  monument-moving 
project.  I  submit  that  the  Library  Foundation  has  need  of  these  funds  for  other  things 
in  the  new  library  building,  and  that  undertaking  to  fund  the  moving  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  is  an  unnecessary  expenditure  of  their  funds  which  will  be  sorely  needed 
for  other  things.  Likewise,  paying  for  the  moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  (including 
design  and  construction  of  a  new  foundation)  with  bond  money  does  not  keep  faith 
with  the  voters,  who  were  told  (in  publicity  distributed  at  the  time  the  bonds  were 
approved  by  the  electorate)  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  remain  where  it  is." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"As  to  the  monument,  I  don't  think  the  Library  Commission  or  this  document  have 
gone  far  enough  in  carefuUy  analyzing  the  cost,  and  I  think  that  this  document  can't  be 
complete  until  we  know  the  cost.  I  mean,  we  hear  anything  from  250,000  to  a  million 
to  move  that  monument.  And  then  today  some  people  have  spoken  of  the  foundation, 
how  heavy  this  monument  is  and  how  much  expense  there  may  be  in  the  different  sites 
that  it  would  be  relocated.  And  it's  like  a  pig  in  a  poke  sort  of  situation  where  you 
don't  reaUy  know  if  the  money  can  be  raised,  if  it's  going  to  be  very  expensive  to  find 
a  place  in  Civic  Center. 
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"Page  84.  Paragraph  2  [regarding  issues  covered  in  the  feasibility  study  for  moving  the 
monument]:  Re:  'the  necessity  for  underpinning' need  cost  estimates. 

"Page  84,  Paragraph  4:  $750,000  doesn't  include  any  underpinning.  Need  estimate  to 
judge  feasibility  of  sites. 

"Page  195,  Paragraph  1:  [Regarding  possibility  of  Brooks  Hall  loading  ramp  or  the 
walls  of  the  loading  area(s)  strengthening].  How  much  would  it  cost? 

"Page  195,  Paragraph  3,  sentences  2,  3  &  4:  What  would  relocation  to  UN  Plaza  cost? 
How  long  would  the  delay  be? 

"Page  195,  Paragraph  5  [regarding  relocation  to  the  south  side  of  Civic  Center  Plaza]: 
How  much  would  strengthening  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  cost?  How  long  would 
disruption  of  Brooks  Hall  occur? 

"Page  196,  Paragraph  2,  last  sentence:  How  much  would  it  cost  to  strengthen  the  site 
at  Larkin  and  Fulton? 

"Page  196,  last  paragraph,  last  sentence:  How  much  would  it  cost  to  strengthen  Civic 
Center  Garage  for  the  site  in  front  of  City  HaU?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

"Further  information  on  the  structural  retrofitting  required  at  each  site  with 
preliminary  cost  estimate  area  necessary  and  a  statement  as  to  who  shall  be 
responsible  for  costs  running  above  the  $750,000  currently  budgeted  by  the  private 
donors."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

Cost  estimates  for  relocating  the  Pioneer  Monument  are  discussed  in  the  EIR  on 
p.  193,  paragraph  3  for  informational  purposes;  economic  information  is  not  a 
required  element  of  an  EIR.  Final  costs  for  the  relocation  would  depend  upon  the 
site,  and  structural  work  needed. 
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Additional  information  on  cost  estimates  of  relocation,  drawn  from  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  on  relocation  of  the  monument,  is  presented  here  for 
the  reader's  information.  All  cost  estimates  are  considered  "order  of  magnitude" 
estimates.  They  were  based  on  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  monument's  size 
and  an  on-site  examination  of  the  monument,  and  were  made  on  the  basis  of 
limited  infonnation  available.  According  to  the  feasibility  study,  the  estimates 
may  vary  from  minus  25  percent  to  plus  75  percent  depending  on  actual  site 
conditions  and  the  actual  condition  and  construction  of  the  monument.  Each 
figure  includes  an  estimate  for  structural  underpinning  that  would  be  required  at 
the  particular  site./?/ 

Relocation  to  United  Nations  Plaza  was  not  considered  in  detail  because  of  the 
estimated  multi-million  dollar  cost  that  is  noted  on  EIR  p,  193. 

Relocation  to  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  could  occur  either  to  a  site  midblock  between 
the  entrances  of  the  existing  and  proposed  libraries,  or  to  a  site  in  the  center  of 
Fulton  Street  at  Larkin  Street.  A  relatively  simple  mat  foundation  would  be 
required  for  the  former  location,  and  the  cost  estimate  is  $540,000,  assuming  no 
expansion  of  the  Civic  Center  Garage;  with  expansion  of  the  garage,  costs  would 
be  expected  to  be  in  the  range  of  $750,000  to  $790,000.  In  addition  to  the  above 
estimates,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be  required  for 
engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees,  making  the  total  cost  about 
$790,000  without  garage  expansion,  and  about  $1,040,000  with  garage  expansion, 
assuming  the  higher  figure  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants. 

The  location  in  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  at  Larkin  Street  could  require 
reinforcement  of  the  Brooks  Hall  or  placement  of  the  monument  on  pHes.  The 
cost  estimate  is  $660,000;  up  to  an  additional  $200,000  could  be  required  for 
utility  relocation.  Approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be  required  for 
engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees,  making  the  total  cost  about 
$910,000  without  utility  relocation,  and  about  $1,1 10,000  with  utility  relocation, 
assuming  the  higher  figure  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants. 

Rather  than  moving  the  monument  twice  which  one  commenter  stated  would  be 
needed  for  this  location,  the  monument  would  probably  be  dismantled  and  stored 
until  completion  of  underpinning  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall. 
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Relocation  to  the  south  side  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  across  from  Civic  Auditorium, 
would  require  strengthening  of  Brooks  Hall,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  195.  The  cost 
estimate  is  $790,000.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  193,  relocation  of  the  monument  would 
take  two  to  four  months.  The  preliminary  feasibility  study  did  not  examine 
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the  relocation  schedule  separately  by  site.  It  is  assumed  that  Brooks  Hall  could 
be  disrupted  for  this  two-  to  four-month  period.  Relocation  of  the  monument  to 
this  site  would  permanently  reduce  the  interior  space  of  Brooks  Hall  by  the  size 
of  the  underpinning.  In  addition,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be 
required  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees,  making  the  total  cost 
for  this  location  about  $1,040,000,  assuming  the  higher  figure  for  engineering, 
inspection  and  consultants. 

Relocation  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  across  from  City  Hall  would  require 
strengthening  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  and  would  eliminate  some  parking  spaces 
to  accommodate  the  underpinning,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  196.  The  cost  estimate  is 
$900,000.  In  addition,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be  required 
for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees,  making  the  total  cost  for  this 
location  about  $1,150,000,  assuming  the  higher  figure  for  engineering,  inspection 
and  consultants. 

Relocation  to  the  comer  of  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets  would  require  strengthening 
of  the  loading  dock  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  beyond  that  included  in 
the  current  library  design,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  196,  paragraph  2.  The  cost  estimate 
is  $750,000.  In  addition,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be  required 
for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees,  making  the  total  cost  for  this 
location  about  $1,000,000,  assuming  the  higher  figure  for  engineering,  inspection 
and  consultants. 

The  comment  that  the  Library  Foundation  should  provide  sufficient  funds  to  the 
City  for  the  entire  job  of  relocating  the  monument  before  any  work  (including 
design)  is  done  on  relocation,  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  EIR.  The  Arts 
Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  the  Pioneer  Monument,  including  relocation, 
and  could  impose  conditions  on  approval. 

Comment 

"Page  19,  Paragraph  1:  Worrisome  that  there  is  no  estimate  of  cost  of  underpinning, 
perhaps  making  most  of  these  sites  impossible.  Please  discuss."  (Commissioner 
Susan  Bierman) 
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Response 

The  summary  referenced  by  the  commenter,  by  definition,  includes  an 
abbreviated  version  of  the  full  Altematives  discussion  on  pp.  187-209  of  the  EIR. 
Thus  it  does  not  provide  estimates  of  the  cost  of  relocating  the  Pioneer  Monument 
that  are  provided  on  p.  193.  The  preceding  response  contains  additional  cost 
infonnation  for  relocation. 
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Comment 

[Regarding  relocation  of  the  monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza]  "In  their  review  of  the 
proposal  to  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
would  also  consider  the  structural  impact  to  the  Civic  Center  Garage  and  the  extent  to 
which  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  be  burdened  with  relocation  and 
maintenance  costs."  (Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 


The  comment  is  noted. 


NOTES  -  Altematives 

/I/    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager  for  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

Ill    Office  of  the  Mayor,  Civic  Center  Proposal,  November  1987,  p.  65. 

/3/    Lehane,  Debra,  Arts  Collection  Manager,  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation,  January  24,  1992. 

/4/    O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  relocation  of 
Pioneer  Monument,  October  29,  1991,  p.  3.  This  study  is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 

151    Sause,  Helen,  Project  Manager  for  Yerba  Buena  Center,  San  Francisco  Revevelopment 
Agency,  telephone  conversation,  February  7,  1992. 

/6/    Wycko,  William,  Chief,  Transportation  Group,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  telephone  conversation,  January  16, 1992. 

ni    O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  the  relocation 
of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  October  29,  1991.  The  study  is  on  file  and  available  for 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 


< 
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D.  STAFF-INrnATED  TEXT  CHANGES  AND  ERRATA 


ERRATA 

[Page  56,  paragraph  3,  next-to-last  line]  .  .  .  mmJtUmmtmmi  main  reading 
rooms,  lobbies,  .  .  ."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Ref.  Part  III,  §B  (Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources),  on  p.  56,  towards  the 
end  of  3rd  paragraph,  describing  interior  spaces  of  the  present  Main  Library: 
"  .  .  .  three  math  reading  rows  .  .  "  —  unclear  as  to  what  area  this  refers  to."  (Michael 
M.  Levin) 

"[p.  56]  3rd  paragraph.     .  .  three  math  reading  rows  .  .  .  .'  Could  this  have  been 
intended  to  read  'three  main  reading  rooms'?"  (Ed  Michael) 

Page  56,  Paragraph  3,  last  sentence:  "math"  or  "main"?  (Commissioner  Susan 
Bierman) 

Response 

The  commenters  are  correct;  a  typographical  error  was  made.  The  second-to-last 
sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  56  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  underlined): 

Among  these  spaces  could  be  the  grand  staircase,  colonnade  and  balcony, 
three  main  reading  rooms,  lobbies,  and  corridors  of  the  existing  Main 
Library. 

"p.  61 .  The  65-foot  high  mam  hall  --  isn't  65  feet  high.  It's  42-foot  high  and  65  feet 
square.  The  source  of  this  infomiation  is  the  Municipal  Reports  of  1915-16,  p.  1006." 
(Ed  Michael) 
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Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  second  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  61  of 
the  DEIR  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

A  wide,  ceremonial  staircase  leads  from  the  main  entrance  foyer  inside  the 
Larkin  Street  doors  to  the  42-foot  high  main  hall  on  the  second  floor. 

Comment 

"p.  70.  1st  paragraph.  '.  .  .  and  there  is  a  square  lawn  .  .  .';  change  to  '.  .  .  and  there  are 
square  lawns  .  . . ' 

Response 

The  third  full  sentence  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  70  of  the  DEIR  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

Rows  of  flagpoles  and  pollarded  sycamore  trees  line  the  fountain,  and  there 
are  square  lawns  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  fountain. 

Comment 

"Page  154,  Paragraph  3:  Do  you  need  both  'unloadings'?"  (Commissioner  Susan 
Bierman) 

Response 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  154  is  revised  as  follows  to 
correct  a  typographical  error  (new  language  is  underlined); 

Trucks  loading  and  unloading  for  events  at  the  Orpheum  Theater, .  .  . 
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NOnCETHATAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  April  11, 1991 


Lead  Agency:  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street,  6th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Agency  Contact  Pccon:  Carol  Roos  Telephone:  (415)558-6389 

Project  Title:  90.808E:  Project  Sponsor    San  Francisco 

Renovation  of  the  Existing  San  Francisco  Library  Commission;  Asian  Art 

Main  Library  Building  and  Construction  Commission;  S.F.  Dcpt  of  Public  Works 

of  a  New  San  Francisco  Main  Library  Contact  Person:     Russell  Abel, 

and  Fulton  Street  Mall  Project  Manager 

Tdcpbonc:  (415)  554-8455 


Project  Address:  100  Larkin  Street  and  200  Larkin  Street 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:     Block  354,  Lot  1;  Block  353,  Lot  1 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  Construction  of  a  six-story-plus-basement,  approximately  80-fooi-tall 
library  building  after  replacing  an  existing  parldng  lot  and  demolishing  or  moving  the 
existing  one-story  100  Larkin  Street  City  office  building.  The  new  Main  Library  would 
contain  approximately  402,000  square  feet  of  building  area  on  a  full  city  block  bounded  by 
Grove,  Hyde,  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets.  The  project  would  reconstruct  the  ramp  leading  to 
Brooks  Hall.  The  new  library  would  occupy  approximately  65%  of  the  block.  The 
existing  Main  Library  building  would  be  remodeled  and  expanded  into  the  space  now 
occupied  by  the  City  office  building  at  45  Hyde  Street,  which  would  be  demolished.  The 
old  library  building  would  then  be  occupied  by  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  Fulton  Street 
between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  currentiy  used  for  on-street  parking,  would  be  converted 
into  a  pedestrian  mall  once  the  new  library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  portions  of  the  project 
were  completed. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNinCANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is 
based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections 
15063  (Initial  Study),  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory 
Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Environmental 
Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 

Please  see  attached  Initial  Study. 


IDeadline  for  Filing  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission: 
April  21, 1991. 

An  appeal  requires:    1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  appeal,  and; 
2)  a  $75.00  filing  fee. 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  MAIN  LIBRARY 
INITIAL  STUDY 
90.808E 

I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  includes  the  block  bounded  by  Larkin  Street  on  the  west,  Fulton  Street  on 
the  north,  Hyde  Street  on  the  east,  and  Grove  Street  on  the  south.  Lot  1  of  Assessor's 
Block  354  (New  Library  block);  the  block  directly  north,  bounded  by  Larkin,  McAllister. 
Hyde,  and  Fulton  Streets.  Lot  1  of  Assessor's  Block  353  (Asian  Art  Museum  block);  and 
Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets.  The  site  is  located  at  the  southeastern 
comer  of  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  (see  Figure  1).  The  New  Library  block  is 
currently  occupied  by  a  117-space  surface  parking  lot,  a  7,950-square-foot  (sq.ft.), 
single-story  City  office  buUding  with  five  parking  spaces  at  100  Larkin  Street,  the  Pioneer 
Monument  statue,  and  landscaping.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  block  is  currently  occupied 
by  the  existing  175,000-sq.ft.,  three-story  Main  Library,  a  45,000-sq.ft.,  three-story  City 
office  buUding  at  45  Hyde  Street,  and  seven  parking  spaces.  The  project  would  also 
convert  the  block  of  Fulton  Street  between  the  New  Library  block  and  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  Block  (between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets)  to  a  pedestrian  mall,  connecting  Civic 
Center  Plaza  and  United  Nations  Plaza  in  a  three-block  long  f>edestrian  mall  from  Market 
Street  to  City  Hall.  The  three  components  to  be  analyzed  as  the  project  in  the  EIR  are 
under  separate  sponsorship  and  would  proceed  largely  in  separate  phases. 

The  New  Library  block  is  south  of  the  existing  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  across  Fulton 
Street,  and  across  Larkin  Street  to  the  east  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  one  block  east  of  City 
Hall.  Other  public  buildings  are  located  in  the  project  vicinity  (see  Section  FV.B.l.,  Land 
Use). 

The  proposed  new  Main  Library  would  be  a  six-story-plus-basement  structure  occupying 
about  402,000  sq.ft.  The  building  would  range  from  77  feet  to  84  feet  in  height  at  the  roof 
cornice,  with  the  variation  due  to  the  northwest-to-southeast  downward  grade  of  the  site;  a 
tower  near  the  southeast  comer  would  rise  approximately  15  feet  above  the  roof  line  of 
most  of  the  the  rest  of  the  building.  As  part  of  the  project,  the  existing  Pioneer  Monument 
at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  New  Library  block  would  be  relocated  to  another  site  in  the 
Civic  Center. 

Architecturally,  the  north  and  west  facades  of  the  new  Main  Library  would  be  similar  in 
design  and  exterior  cladding  to  the  existing  library  (see  Figure  2,  p.  4).  The  east  facade 
and  most  of  the  south  side  of  the  new  library  would  use  the  same  exterior  granite  as  the 
existing  library,  but  would  be  more  contemporary  in  design  (see  Figure  3,  p.  5). 
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The  basement  level  would  contain  approximately  89,500  sq.ft.  of  indoor  space  and  a 
covered  loading  area.  Included  would  be  a  300-seat  auditorium  with  5,000-sq.ft. 
sub-basement,  meeting  rooms  seating  another  300  persons,  a  cafe,  closed  book  stacks, 
storage,  and  support  and  mechanical  facilities.  There  would  be  a  loading  dock,  12  parking 
spaces  for  staff,  and  parking  for  the  library  "bookmobile."  Vehicle  access  to  this  level 
would  be  through  a  rebuilt  ramp  from  Hyde  Street  that  would  also  serve  as  the  tmck 
entrance  to  Brooks  Hall  beneath  Civic  Center  Plaza.  The  21 -foot-wide  ramp  would  be 
similar  to  an  existing  ramp  leading  to  Brooks  Hall.  Pedestrian  access  to  Brooks  Hall 
would  be  via  the  Civic  Auditorium  and  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

The  Main  Floor  and  Upper  Main  Floor  would  be  integrated  via  a  main  stairway  and  would 
make  up  the  areas  within  the  library  most  open  to  the  public.  The  Main  Floor,  with  about 
59,000  sq.ft.,  would  be  accessible  from  Grove  Street  and  would  include  the  book  checkout 
and  return  desks.  The  Upper  Main  Floor,  with  approximately  41,000  sq.ft.  of  public  space 
and  staff  offices,  would  include  entrances  from  both  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets;  patrons 
would  go  down  to  the  Main  Floor  to  gain  access  to  all  areas  of  the  library.  These  two 
floors  would  include  "first-stop"  reference,  hearing-impaired  and  blind  services,  a  gift 
shop,  and  other  work  rooms  and  offices.  A  central,  circular  skylight  well  would  extend 
from  the  Upper  Main  Floor  to  the  roof;  a  staircase  adjacent  to  the  skylight  well  would 
extend  up  to  the  fourth  floor.  Elevators  would  be  located  at  the  north  side  of  the  building. 

Floors  two  through  four  would  include  open  and  closed  book  stacks,  meeting  and  study 
rooms,  service  desks  and  work  rooms.  The  area  of  these  floors  would  total  about 
53,500  sq.ft.,  55,000  sq.ft.  and  5 1,000  sq.ft.,  respectively.  Floor  five  would  contain 
administrative  offices,  the  San  Francisco  History  Room,  rare  books,  a  computer  facility, 
stacks  and  a  roof  garden;  it  would  total  about  47,500  sq.ft. 

The  project  would  also  include  the  separate  conversion  of  the  existing  Main  Library 
building  to  house  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  which  now  occupies  one  wing  of  the  M.H. 
de  Young  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  This  portion  of  the  project  would  be  carried  out 
by  the  Asian  Art  Commission,  operator  of  the  museum.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would 
occupy  the  entire  existing  library  building.  Included  in  the  proposed  renovations  would  be 
sei.smic  strengthening,  adding  floor  space  to  the  existing  building  (a  new  mezzanine  level), 
and  demolishing  the  City  office  building  at  45  Hyde  Street  and  replacing  it  with  an 
addition  to  the  existing  library  building.  Including  this  addition,  the  building  would 
expand  from  approximately  174,000  sq.ft.  to  about  224.000  sq.ft.  The  museum  would 
inckide  an  auditorium/theater  .seating  approximately  400  people./l/ 
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Fulton  Street  from  Larkin  to  Hyde  Streets,  between  the  two  project  blocks,  would  be  used 
as  a  construction  staging  area,  first  for  the  new  Main  Library  and  then  for  the  remodeling 
of  the  existing  library  building  and  installation  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  It  would  then  be 
converted  to  a  pedestrian  mall,  according  to  current  City  plans. 

The  project  would  involve  either  removing  or  demolishing  the  existing  City  office 
building  at  100  Larkin  Street  and  demolishing  the  existing  surface-level  parking  lot./2/ 
This  would  result  in  the  loss  of  7,950  square  feet  of  office  space  and  122  parking  spaces 
(1 17  in  the  parking  lot  and  five  associated  with  the  office  building).  The  project  would 
also  include  demolition  of  the  City  office  building  at  45  Hyde  Street,  eliminating 
45,000  sq.ft.  of  office  space  and  seven  parking  spaces.  Construction  of  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall  would  eliminate  92  parking  spaces.  Net  increase  in  floor  area  on  the  project  site 
would  be  about  400,000  sq.ft.  Net  increase  in  open  space,  including  the  Fulton  Street 
MaU,  would  be  about  70,000  sq.ft.  Approximately  210  parking  spaces  would  be 
eliminated. 

Constmction  of  the  new  Main  Library  is  expected  to  take  about  30  months  and  cost 
approximately  $77  million  (1990  dollars).  With  a  projected  March  1993  start  date  for 
construction,  the  new  building  would  be  ready  for  occupancy  by  March  1996. 
Remodeling  the  existing  Main  Library  building  to  accommodate  the  Asian  Art  Museum  is 
expected  to  take  a  minimum  of  two  years  and  cost  approximately  $55  million  (1990 
doUars).  Occupancy  by  the  museum  is  proposed  for  1999  or  2000.  Construction  of  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall  would  take  about  one  year  and  cost  about  $6.3  million  (1992  doUars). 
The  project  sponsor  for  the  New  Main  Library  is  the  San  Francisco  Library  Commission. 
The  architect  is  Pei  Cobb  Freed  &  Partners  of  New  York  in  association  with  Simon 
Martin- Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris  of  San  Francisco.  The  project  sponsor  for  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  is  the  Asian  Art  Commission.  The  project  sponsor  for  the  Fulton  Street  MaU  is 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works. 

NOTES  -  Project  Description 

/I/    Vickers,  Jennifer,  planning  assistant,  Asian  Art  Museum,  telephone  conversation,  November 
15,  1990. 

Ill    The  office  building  may  be  demoUshed  or  may  be  moved;  the  City  has  not  yet  made  a  fmal 
decision.  Russell  Abel,  project  manager.  City  Architect's  office,  telephone  conversation, 
November  27,  1990. 
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II.  INTRODUCTION 

The  new  Main  Library  EIR  will  incorporate  information,  as  appropriate,  from  Program 
EIRs  that  have  been  previously  published.  Most  of  that  information  is  related  to 
cumulative  impacts  of  downtown  growth  contained  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  (Case 
No.  86.505E,  Final  EIR  certified  August  23,  1990),  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  (Case 
No.  85.463E,  Final  EIR  certified  December  7,  1989),  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
(Case  No.  EE81.3,  Final  EIR  certified  October  18,  1984).  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  covers 
the  impacts  of  potential  development  in  a  300-acre  area  just  south  of  the  Greater 
Downtown,  from  Townsend  Street  to  Mariposa  Street,  east  of  the  1-280  freeway.  The 
South  of  Market  Plan  EIR  analyzes  impacts  of  development  under  the  South  of  Market 
Plan  development  controls  and  altematives  in  the  area  generally  south  of  Mission 
Street  to  the  Mission  Bay  planning  area  and  east  of  U.S.  101  to  the  Rincon  Hill  area 
east  of  Second  Street.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analyzes  the  impacts  of  various 
development  policy  altematives  in  the  C-3  (Downtown  Commercial)  zoning  districts 
in  San  Francisco. 

The  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  include  the  most  current  estimates  of 
employment  growth  for  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  and  for  the  rest  of  the  City;  revised 
analysis  and  conclusions  regarding  overall  cumulative  transportation  impacts  in  the 
future;  and  new  cumulative  air  quality  information.  (The  term  "Downtown  & 
Vicinity"  means  the  C-3  District  and  the  areas  around  it:  South  of  Market,  Mission 
Bay,  South  Van  Ness,  Civic  Center,  and  the  Northeastem  Waterfront.  See  Mission 
Bay  EIR,  Vol.  11,  pp.  IV.4-5.  The  project  site  is  included  in  the  Downtown  & 
Vicinity.)  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  contains  other  cumulative  impact  information 
regarding  such  topics  as  energy  consumption  and  seismic  effects  that  also  is  applicable 
to  the  new  Main  Library  project. 

Where  information  from  those  areawide  EIRs  is  presented  in  the  new  Main  Library 
EIR,  it  will  be  incorporated  by  reference  with  a  summary,  pursuant  to  CEQA 
Sections  21061  and  21 100  (see  also  State  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15150).  Those 
reference  documents  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review.  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  at  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  and 
at  various  branch  libraries. 
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m.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENHALLY  SIGNIHCANT 

The  new  Main  Library  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential  effects 
on  the  environment.  In  addition  to  potential  cumulative  impacts,  some  project-specific 
effects  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially  significant,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  They  include:  construction  noise;  project-related 
transportation;  historic,  architectural  and  cultural  resources;  traffic-gene:  ated  air  quality; 
shadow;  wind;  toxics;  and  geology.  Other  issues  that  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  for 
informational  purposes  are  land  use;  relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to  the  Master 
Plan  and  City  Planning  Code;  urban  design;  visual  quality;  and  seismicity. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insignificant  or  to  be 
mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the  project.  As  discussed  in  this  section,  these 
items  require  no  further  environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR: 

Land  Use:  The  project  would  increase  the  intensity  of  land  uses  on  the  site.  It  would 
retain  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  in  the  Civic  Center  and  would  introduce  a  new 
museum;  both  are  principal  permitted  uses  in  a  P  zoning  district.  The  intensity  of  use 
would  decrease  at  the  Fulton  Street  MaU. 

Glare:  Mirrored  glass  would  not  he  used  in  construction.  The  project  would  not  generate 
light  or  glare  impacts  on  other  properties. 

Housing:  The  proposed  project  would  not  displace  any  existing  housing  units.  A  total  of 
160  new  full-time  jobs  would  be  created  in  the  project  area.  Housing  demand  as  a  result 
of  these  new  jobs  would  not  substantially  affect  the  housing  market  in  San  Francisco. 

Operational  Noise:  After  completion,  building  operation  and  project-related  traffic  would 
not  perceptibly  increase  noise  levels  in  the  site  vicinity.  Operational  noise  would  be 
regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and  the  project  would  conform  to  the 
Noise  Guidelines  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Master  Plan.  A 
mitigation  measure  to  reduce  operational  noise  is  included  in  the  project  (see  p.  34). 
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Construction  Air  Quality:  Project  construction  would  have  short-term  impacts  on  air 
quality  in  the  site  vicinity.  Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  particulate  and  hydrocarbon 
emissions  generated  during  constmction  activities  are  included  as  part  of  the  project  (see 
p.  34). 

Utilities/Public  Services:  The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  public 
services,  but  demand  attributable  to  the  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or 
equipment,  other  than  connections  to  existing  service,  according  to  service  providers. 

Biology:  The  project  would  not  affect  any  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  plant  life, 
animal  life  or  habitat.  The  project  would  not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory 
species.  Approximately  75  mature  trees  would  be  removed,  along  with  about  30,000  sq.ft. 
of  lawn.  The  project  would  include  landscaping  on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage  of  the  new 
Main  Library  and  on  the  Fulton  Street  Mall. 

Hydrology:  A  measure  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  associated  with  excavation  and 
dewatering  is  included  as  part  of  the  project  (see  p.  34). 

Water  Quality:  The  site  is  largely  covered  by  impervious  surfaces;  therefore,  the  project 
would  not  affect  drainage  patterns  or  water  quality.  See  also  the  measure  referenced 
above  to  mitigate  the  potential  impacts  of  excavation  and  dewatering. 

Energy/ Natural  Resources:  The  project  would  be  designed  to  comply  with  performance 
standards  of  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  Annual  energy  use  for  the 
new  Main  Library  would  be  about  46.3  billion  Btu.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  use 
approximately  the  same  amount  of  energy  as  the  existing  library;  the  net  increase  in 
energy  use  would  be  that  associated  with  the  new  Main  Library.  Peak  electrical  energy 
and  natural  gas  use  would  coincide  with  PG&E's  systemwide  peaks.  Cumulative  and 
indirect  effects,  including  those  of  the  project,  are  addressed  in  the  EIR  prepared  for  the 
Downtown  Plan. 

Hazards:  Asbestos  could  be  found  within  buildings  on  the  project  site;  potential  impacts 
would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance  through  compliance  with  state  law. 
Mitigation  measures  to  ensure  project  compliance  with  the  City's  Emergency  Response 
Plan  are  included  in  the  project  (see  p.  34). 
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

Not 

A.  COMPATTOILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS    Applicable  Discussed 

1)  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 
changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 

Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.    X 

*  2)  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.  X  X 

The  project  vicinity  includes  areas  that  have  been  afforded  special  study  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning.  The  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use  District,  which  includes  a 
portion  of  the  block  immediately  north  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  block  and  extends 
generally  north  and  east  of  the  project  site,  was  established  to  preserve  residential  buildings 
in  the  Tenderloin  area.  The  Mid-Market  Rezoning  Study  Area  encompasses  an  area  roughly 
bounded  by  Market,  Mission,  Fifth  and  Eleventh  Streets,  including  the  block  immediately 
south  of  the  New  Library  block.  The  South  Van  Ness  area  is  another  potential  specific  plan 
study  area.  The  Civic  Center  is  the  subject  of  an  area  plan  included  in  the  Master  Plan  and 
was  the  subject  of  the  Mayor's  Civic  Center  Proposal  of  November  1987,  which  called  for 
constmction  of  a  new  Main  Library,  moving  the  Asian  Art  Museum  into  the  existing  library 
building  once  it  is  remodeled,  and  creation  of  a  Fulton  Street  Mall,  among  other 
recommendations./l/  The  project  would  not  conflict  with  adopted  environmental  plans  and 
goals;  however,  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to  the  policies  of  the  Master  Plan, 
including  the  Civic  Center  Plan,  and  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  will  be  discussed 
in  the  EIR. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  P  (Public  Use)  District,  which  applies  to  land  that  is  owned  by 
a  governmental  agency  and  is  in  some  form  of  public  use.  Under  this  zoning  designation,  the 
proposed  project  would  be  a  principal  permitted  use  and,  as  such,  would  not  be  subject  to 
height  and  bulk  restrictions  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (Sec.  234  and  Sec.  234.1).  The  areas 
to  the  north  and  west  of  the  project  site  are  generally  zoned  P  and  contain  other  public 
buildings  in  San  Francisco's  Civic  Center.  The  block  directly  south  of  the  New  Library 
block  and  a  portion  of  the  block  to  the  east  are  zoned  C-3-G  (Downtown  General 
Commercial). 

NOTE  -  Zoning  and  Plans 

III     Office  of  the  Mayor,  City  of  San  Francisco,  Civic  Center  Proposal,  November  1987. 


 I  

♦Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


1)  Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X  X 

*(b)   Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?    X  X 


The  90,000-sq.ft.  New  Library  block  is  now  occupied  by  a  38,350-sq.ft.  parking  lot,  and 
the  7,950-sq.ft.  100  Larkin  Street  City  office  building,  surrounded  by  landscaping  and  five 
parking  spaces.  On  the  southeast  comer  of  the  block  is  the  Pioneer  Monument.  The  Asian 
Art  Museum  block  is  currently  occupied  by  the  existing  175,000-sq.ft.,  three  story  Main 
Library,  the  45,000-sq.ft.,  three-story  45  Hyde  Street  City  office  building,  and  seven 
parking  spaces  associated  with  the  two  buildings,  on  the  McAllister  Street  side. 

The  proposed  project,  including  a  library,  a  museum,  two  auditoriums,  and  a  pedestrian 
mall,  would  constitute  a  change  in  land  use  and  an  increase  in  the  intensity  of  the  existing 
land  uses  on  the  site,  and  would  retain  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  in  the  Civic 
Center.  The  proposed  project  would  be  a  change  in  land  use  from  office,  parking  and 
landscaped  open  area  to  a  library,  and  the  conversion  of  the  existing  library  to  a  museum, 
with  displacement  of  existing  office  use.  Construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  would 
change  land  use  from  a  public  street  and  parking  to  open  space,  a  decrease  in  intensity. 
Net  increase  in  square  footage  on  the  total  sites  would  be  about  400,000  sq.ft.  Net 
increase  in  open  space,  including  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  would  be  about  70,000  sq.ft. 
Approximately  210  parking  spaces  would  be  eliminated.  The  uses  proposed  with  the 
project  would  be  principal  permitted  uses  in  this  P  district,  as  discussed  above. 


2)  Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes       Nq  Discussed 

*(a)   Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 

public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtmsive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties?    X  X 
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The  EIR  will  discuss  the  project's  appearance  and  possible  effects  on  views.  The  new 
library  would  block  public  views  of  City  Hall  from  sidewalks  and  streets  on  the  south  and 
east  sides  of  the  New  Library  block.  The  project  would  add  a  major  new  visual  element  to 
the  Civic  Center.  Remodeling  of  the  existing  library  and  construction  of  an  addition  to  the 
building  would  not  change  public  views.  Construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  add 
additional  open  space  to  the  Civic  Center. 

Mirrored  glass  would  not  be  used  in  the  project;  the  building  would  not  result  in  glare 
affecting  other  properties.  The  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  9212  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  The  EIR,  therefore, 
will  not  discuss  glare. 

The  EIR  will  include  applicable  urban  design  policies  of  the  Master  Plan. 

3)  Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?    X  X 

*(b)   Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X  X 

(c)   Create  a  substantial  demand  for 

additional  housing  in  San  Francisco,  or 

substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?    X  X 

No  housing  would  be  displaced  from  the  project  site  or  built  on  the  site.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  directly  affect  housing  supply.  The  grass-covered  area  behind  the 
100  Larkin  Street  building  is  sometimes  used  by  apparently  homeless  persons  as  a 
sleeping  area;  these  people  would  be  displaced  by  the  project. 

There  are  currently  21  people  employed  on  the  New  Library  block:  19  people  are 
employed  at  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Business  and  Economic  Development,  the  Small 
Business  Advisory  Commission  and  the  Office  of  the  Mayor's  Liaison  for  the  Arts,  aU  at 
100  Larkin  Street.  These  employees  would  be  relocated  along  with  their  offices.  Two 
people  are  employed  at  the  parking  lot  on  the  New  Library  block.  These  jobs  would  be 
lost,  although  it  is  possible  that  the  employees  could  be  transferred  to  other  lots  run  by  the 
same  operator.  The  existing  Main  Library  employs  343  persons  (in  both  the  Main  Library 
Building  and  the  annex  at  45  Hyde  Street),  most  of  whom  would  be  expected  to  continue 
working  at  the  new  Main  Library,  where  staffing  would  be  up  to  ten  percent  greater  than  at 
present.  Other  employment  at  45  Hyde  Street  includes  59  employees  of  the  Bureau  of 
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Architecture;  these  employees  would  be  relocated.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  in  Golden 
Gate  Park  currently  has  a  staff  of  68  full-time  employees.  In  addition,  at  any  given  time, 
the  museum  has  about  ten  docents  and/or  volunteers  on  duty.  Most,  if  not  all,  of  those 
employees  would  be  expected  to  continue  working  at  the  new  museum,  which  would  be 
expected  to  employ  nearly  double  the  present  number  of  employees./l/ 

Project-related  employment  would  total  approximately  440  full-time  equivalent 
employees  —  about  310  at  the  library  and  about  130  at  the  Asian  Art  Museum./1,2,3/  This 
would  represent  an  increase  of  about  80  full-time  equivalent  employees  (22  percent)  over 
the  approximately  360  full-time  equivalent  employees  currently  on  the  total  site.  The  440 
jobs  would  represent  approximately  0. 1  percent  of  expected  employment  in  the  Downtown 
&  Vicinity  in  the  year  2000,  that  is  about  one-tenth  of  one  percent./4/ 

Assuming  that  City  employees  currently  working  on  the  site  (other  than  Main  Library 
employees)  would  be  relocated  to  other  offices  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  project 
employment  would  result  in  a  total  increase  of  approximately  160  full-time  equivalent 
jobs  in  the  project  vicinity  (130  museum  jobs  plus  30  new  jobs  at  the  library,  with  about 
80  existing  jobs  currently  on-site  not  lost  but  instead  relocated  in  the  area).  This  would 
represent  less  than  0.3  percent  of  the  projected  increase  in  employment  in  the  Downtown 
&  Vicinity  between  1991  and  2000  /4/  Assuming  this  employment  would  be  new 
employment  in  San  Francisco,  a  conservative  assumption,  the  project  would  result  in 
employment  growth  that  would  amount  to  about  0.2  percent  of  the  projected  increase  in 
city  wide  employment  between  1991  and  2000./4/  Using  the  same  assumption,  about  134 
additional  secondary  jobs  in  the  Bav  Area  would  result  from  the  multiplier  effect  of 
project  operation./5/ 

Cumulative  citywide  and  regional  employment  effects  and  the  resultant  housing  demand 
are  discussed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR.  San  Francisco 
employment  growth  will  contribute  to  regional  housing  demand,  as  not  all  workers  will 
live  in  the  City.  However,  regardless  of  the  type  of  development  in  Misson  Bay  and  South 
of  Market,  the  importance  of  San  Francisco  employment  as  a  factor  affecting  regional 
housing  demand  will  decline  over  time,  because  more  housing  is  exf>ected  to  be  added  in 
the  City  relative  to  job  growth  than  in  the  past.  As  housing  and  the  labor  force  continue  to 
grow  more  rapidly  outside  San  Francisco,  people  working  in  San  Francisco  will  represent 
the  same  or  a  smaller  percentage  of  the  employed  people  living  elsewhere  in  the  region. 
Siui  Francisco  workers  will  require  about  the  siurie  share  of  the  region's  housing  in  the 
future  as  they  did  in  the  early  198()s.  San  Francisco's  effects  on  the  regional  housing 
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market  will  vary  in  the  future.  City  workers  could  become  more  important  to  the  housing 
market  in  some  close-in  communities  in  westem  parts  of  the  East  Bay  and  east  of  the  hills 
along  BART  corridors,  in  northem  San  Mateo  County  and  parts  of  Marin./6/ 


Employment  on  the  site  would  create  additional  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco. 
The  project-generated  housing  demand,  from  the  additional  160  employees  generated  by 
the  project,  would  not  measurably  contribute  to  the  San  Francisco  or  regional  housing 
demand.  Population  and  housing  require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


The  project  would  increase  the  number  of  persons  visiting  the  Civic  Center  area.  This 
would  affect  traffic,  parking  and  transit  in  the  area.  These  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the 
Transportation  section  of  the  EIR. 


NOTES  -  Population 

/I/    Where  figures  include  part-time  employees,  for  purposes  of  analysis,  each  part-time 
employee  is  equal  to  0.5  full-time  employees.  Current  employment  at  the  Main  Library 
includes  218  full-time  and  125  part-time  workers  (281  full-time  equivalent);  project 
employment  would  be  about  240  full-time  and  1 37  part-time  workers  (309  full-time 
equivalent).  Museum  docents,  although  volunteers,  are  counted  similarly  in  order  to  provide 
a  conservative  analysis. 

Ill    Abel,  Russell,  project  manager.  Bureau  of  Architecture,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works,  telephone  conversations,  November  21,  1990,  and  March  8,  1991. 

/3/    Vickers,  Jennifer,  plaiming  assistant,  Asian  Art  Museum,  telephone  conversation, 
November  15,  1990. 

141    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  EIR,  Table  VI.B.22,  p.  VI.B.64. 
(Volume  Two).  The  table  provides  figures  for  1986-2000  employment  growth;  those  figures 
were  pro-rated  for  this  analysis. 

151    Indirect  employment  projections  are  based  on  1982  Input-Output  Model  and  Economic 

Multipliers  for  the  San  Brancisco  Bay  Region,  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  1988 
Update.  A  multiplier  of  0.84  was  used  for  both  library  and  museum  jobs.  The  multiplier 
used  was  the  midpoint  between  Type  I  and  Type  II  employment  multipliers  in  this  model. 
This  forecast  is  based  on  new  employment  at  die  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum;  all 
Asian  Art  Museum  jobs  are  considered  new  for  this  analysis,  although  only  57  jobs  would 
be  added,  because  it  is  assumed  that  the  de Young  Museum  could  eventually  expand  into  the 
space  currently  occupied  by  the  Asian  Art  Museum  in  Golden  Gate  Park.  The  analysis  is 
therefore  conservative.  The  analysis  does  not  account  for  lost  employment  on  the  project 
site  because  it  is  assumed  that  all  City  employees  in  the  100  Larkin  Street  and  45  Hyde 
Street  buildings  (98  percent  of  the  jobs  displaced  from  the  site)  would  continue  working  for 
the  City  at  other  Civic  Center  locations. 

161    Department  of  City  Planning,  Mission  Bay  EIR,  Vol.  n,  pp.  VI.C.56-61 ,  83-84,  and  92-97, 
and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIR,  Vol.  H,  pp.  91-94.  Copies  may  be  examined  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  offices,  at  die  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  at  various 
branch  libraries. 
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4)  Transportation/Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 
substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?    X  X 

*(b)   Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 

hazards?  JK_    X 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?    X  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?  X    X 


An  increased  number  of  visitors  to  the  project  site  and  vicinity  as  a  result  of  the  project 
(including  both  the  new  Main  Library  and  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum)  would  increase 
demand  on  existing  transportation  systems.  The  number  of  pedestrians  in  the  area  would 
also  increase.  The  project  would  alter  existing  circulation  patterns  during  construction  and 
would  permanently  alter  circulation  pattems  due  to  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  mall. 
Project-generated  effects  on  circulation  during  construction  and  of)eration  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR.  The  project  would  decrease  the  number  of  parking  spaces  on  the  site 
from  about  220  to  12.  The  number  of  publicly  accessible  spaces  would  decrease 
from  about  210  to  none.  Localized  transportation  impacts,  including  loading  impacts,  will 
be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

The  proposed  project  could  cause  traffic  circulation  problems  and  increases  in  traffic, 
transit  and  parking  demand,  as  well  as  increases  in  pedestrian  traffic.  The  EIR  will 
discuss  trip  generation  and  impacts  on  vehicular  and  pedestrian  traffic,  transit,  parking  and 
loading  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  effects  of  the  elimination  of  the  Fulton  Street  parking 
spaces  for  the  pedestrian  mall,  including  effects  on  Farmers'  Market  operations,  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 


The  cumulative  transportation  effects  of  development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity, 
including  the  project,  are  analyzed  in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs. 
The  new  Main  Library  EIR  will  discuss  and  summarize  cumulative  analysis  contained  in 
these  EIRs  regarding  transportation,  including  the  project's  relation  to  cumulative  effects. 
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5)  Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 


(a) 

Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

X 

X 

(b) 

Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

standards,  if  applicable? 

X 

X 

(c) 

Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels? 

X 

X 

Demolition,  excavation,  and  building  construction  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the 
site  vicinity.  The  construction  period  would  last  approximately  30  months  for 
construction  of  the  new  Main  Library,  about  24  months  for  construction  of  the  Asian  Art 
Museum,  and  about  12  months  for  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  a  total  of  about  5V2  years.  Pile 
driving  would  be  limited  primarily  to  the  Main  Library/Brooks  Hall  ramp  and  the  addition 
to  the  existing  library  building;  the  current  design  calls  for  the  library  building  to  be 
placed  on  a  concrete  slab  foundation.  Project  constmction  noise  and  its  possible  effects  on 
sensitive  receptors  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

The  noise  environment  of  the  site,  like  all  of  greater  downtown  San  Francisco,  is 
dominated  by  vehicular  traffic  noise.  The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan  indicated  a  day -night  background  noise  level  (L^)  of  65  dB  A  in 
the  Civic  Center  Area  in  1974.  Selected  streets  showed  levels  of  65  dBA  (Larkin  Street 
and  Hyde  Street  north  of  McAllister  Street),  70  dBA  (Polk,  Hayes,  Grove,  Fulton, 
McAllister  and  Seventh  Streets,  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Hyde  Street  south  of 
McAllister),  75  dBA  (Market,  Eighth,  Ninth,  Tenth  and  Franklin  Streets)  and  80  dBA 
(Van  Ness  Avenue)./!  ,2/ 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  contains  guidelines  for 
determining  the  compatibility  of  various  land  uses  with  different  noise  environments.  For 
libraries,  the  guidelines  recommend  that  new  construction  or  development  should  not 
generally  be  undertaken  where  background  sound  levels  exceed  65  dBA.  For  noise  levels 
starting  between  60  and  65  dBA,  the  guidelines  recommend  that  new  construction  or 
development  should  generally  be  discouraged.  If  development  does  proceed,  the 
guidelines  recommend  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  be  made  and 
needed  noise  insulation  features  be  included  in  the  building  design.  The  project  architect 
has  indicated  that  noise  insulation  measures  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  design. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  include  housing;  therefore.  Title  24  Noise  Standards 
would  not  be  applicable. 


♦Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 

A.17 


X.  Appendices 


Project  operation  would  not  result  in  perceptibly  greater  noise  levels  than  those  existing  in 
the  area.  The  new  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  would  comply  with  all  San 
Francisco  ordinances  and  regulations  relating  to  noise.  The  amount  of  traffic  generated  by 
the  project  during  any  hour  of  the  day,  and  cumulative  traffic  increases  at  the  time  of 
project  completion,  would  cause  traffic  noise  levels  to  increase  by  up  to  one  dBA  L^q  or 
less.  To  produce  a  noticeable  increase  in  environmental  noise,  a  doubling  of  existing 
traffic  volume  would  be  required;  traffic  increases  of  this  magnitude  would  not  occur  with 
anticipated  cumulative  development  including  the  project./3/ 

The  project  would  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  San  Francisco  Police 
Code  Section  2909,  "Fixed  Source  Noise  Levels."  Section  2909  regulates  mechanical 
equipment  noise.  The  project  site  and  much  of  the  surrounding  area  are  within  a  P  zoning 
district,  for  which  there  are  no  specific  limits  included  in  Section  2909;  therefore,  the 
project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  noise  limits  of  the  nearest  district  in  which 
limits  are  set  forth  in  the  law.  In  the  C-3-G  district  to  the  south  of  the  project  site,  the 
ordinance  limits  equipment  noise  levels  at  the  property  line  of  an  affected  structure  to 
70  dBA  between  7  a.m.  and  10  p.m.  During  lulls  in  traffic,  mechanical  equipment 
generating  70  dBA  could  dominate  the  noise  environment  at  the  site.  However,  the  new 
Main  Library  would  include  features  to  limit  mechanical  equipment  noise  levels  to 
60  dBA.  In  the  RC-4  district  to  the  north  of  the  project  site,  the  ordinance  limits 
equipment  noise  levels  at  the  property  line  of  an  affected  structure  to  60  dBA  between 
7  a.m.  and  10  p.m.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  new  Main  Library  would  comply  with 
this  limit.  As  equipment  noise  would  be  limited  to  60  dBA  to  meet  this  nighttime  limit,  it 
would  not  be  perceptible  above  the  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  area;  operational 
noise  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

NOTES  -  Noise 

/I/    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Master  Plan,  Environmental  Protection 
Element,  December  1987,  p.  1.6.13,  15. 

/2/    dBA  is  a  measure  of  sound  in  units  of  decibels  (dB).  The  "A"  denotes  the  A-weighted  scale, 
which  simulates  the  response  of  the  human  ear  to  various  frequencies  of  soimd.  L^j^,  the 
day-night  average  noise  level,  is  a  noise  measurement  based  on  human  reaction  to 
cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  taking  into  account  the  greater  annoyance 
of  nighuime  noises;  noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than 
daytime  noise. 

/3/    See  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Vol.  1.  Seclion  IV.E  generally  and  Section  IV.J.,  pp.  IV .J. 8-1 8. 
Increases  of  I  dBA  or  less  in  environmental  noise  are  not  noticeable  by  most  people  outside 
a  laboratory  situation  (National  Academy  of  Sciences.  Highway  Research  Board.  Research 
Report  No.  1 17  ( 1971 )).  (Sec  also  FHWA  Highway  Traffic  Noise  Prediction  Model.  Report 
#FHWA-RD-77-l08.  December  1978.  p.  8,  regarding  doubling  of  traffic  volumes  producing 
increases  of  3  dBA  or  more,  which  are  noticed  by  most  people). 
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6)  Ail  Quality /Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substcintially  to  an  existing 

or  projected  air  quality  violation?  X    X 

*(b)   Expose  sensitive  receptors  to 

substantial  pollutant  concentrations?    X  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?    X  X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the 

community  or  region?  X    X 


Two  types  of  air  quality  impacts  could  be  expected  from  the  proposed  project:  long  term 
impacts  related  to  use  and  operation  of  the  project,  and  short  term  impacts  from 
construction  activity.  Project-related  traffic  and  cumulative  traffic  in  the  Downtown  & 
Vicinity  can  be  expected  to  contribute  to  existing  air  pollution  near  the  project  site  and 
will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality.  Demolition  and 
constmction  activities  would  not  involve  burning  of  any  materials  and  would  not  create 
objectionable  odor.  Demolition,  grading  and  other  constmction  activities  would 
temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  for  about  30  months  for  constmction  of  the  new  Main 
Library,  about  24  months  for  construction  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  about  12  months 
for  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  a  tot£il  of  about  five-and-a-half  years,  causing  a  temporary 
increase  in  particulate  dust  and  other  pollutants.  Dust  emission  during  demolition  and 
excavation  would  increase  particulate  concentrations  near  the  site.  Dustfall  can  be 
expected  at  times  on  surfaces  within  200  to  800  feet.  Under  high  winds  exceeding  12 
miles  per  hour,  localized  effects  including  human  discomfort  might  occur  downwind  from 
blowing  dust.  Construction  dust  is  composed  primarily  of  particularly  large  particles  that 
settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  more  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the  source.  More 
of  a  nuisance  than  a  hazard  for  most  people,  this  dust  could  affect  persons  with  respiratory 
diseases,  as  well  as  sensitive  electronics  or  communications  equipment.  The  project 
sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  wet  down  the  construction  site  twice  a  day  during 
constmction  to  reduce  particulates  by  at  least  50  percent;  would  require  covering  soil, 
sand  and  other  material;  and  would  require  street  sweeping  around  demolition  and 
constmction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  (see  mitigation,  p.  34). 

Diesel-powered  equipment  would  emit,  in  decreasing  order  by  weight,  nitrogen  oxides, 

carbon  monoxide,  sulfur  oxides,  hydrocarbons  and  particulates.  This  would  increase  local 
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concentrations  temporarily  but  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  frequency  of 
violations  of  air  quality  standards.  TTie  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project 
contractor  to  maintain  and  operate  constmction  equipment  in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize 
exhaust  emissions  (see  mitigation,  p.  34).  Construction  air  quality  effects  require  no 
further  analysis. 

The  cumulative  effects  on  air  quality  of  traffic  emissions  from  traffic  generated  by 
development  in  the  Downtown  &  Vicinity  including  the  project  are  analyzed  in  the 
Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs.  The  analysis  and  conclusions  of  these  EIRs 
remain  current  regarding  future  and  present  conditions.  The  cumulative  analysis  in  the 
Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs  regarding  air  quality  will  be  incorporated  by 
reference  and  the  project's  effects  in  relation  to  cumulative  effects  will  be  discussed  in  the 
EIR. 


Civic  Center  Plaza,  located  across  Larkin  Street  to  the  west  of  the  project  site,  is  subject  to 
City  Planning  Code  limitations  on  additional  shadow  on  a  public  open  space  (Section  295). 

The  EIR  wUl  discuss  potential  shadowing  impacts  of  the  project  on  sidewalks,  parks  and 
other  open  spaces.  The  analysis  will  include  shadow  diagrams. 

The  EIR  will  also  include  a  discussion  of  the  wind  effects  of  the  project,  including  results 
of  wind  tunnel  testing. 


7)  Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?    X   

*(b)   Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?    X   

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X   

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?    X   


The  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  public  services,  but  not  beyond  what 
would  be  expected  in  the  project  area.  Service  providers  have  indicated  that  demand 
attributable  to  the  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or  equipment./l/ 
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NOTE  -  Utilities/Public  Services 

/!/    Copies  of  memoranda  of  teleplione  conversations  with  service  providers  and  service 
provider  questionnaire  responses  are  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 

8)  Biology.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 


*(a)   Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 

*(b)   Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere 
substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 

species?    X   

(c)   Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?    X  X 


The  New  Library  block  is  covered  primarily  by  impervious  surfaces  and  lawns,  including 
a  parking  lot  and  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  with  adjacent  parking  spaces  and  lawns  on 
the  north,  west,  and  south  sides  of  the  office  building,  as  well  as  between  the  existing 
parking  lot  and  Hyde  Street.  Approximately  75  mature  trees,  primarily  sycamores,  are 
planted  along  the  Fulton  and  Larkin  Street  frontages,  including  street  trees  in  the  sidewalk, 
and  around  the  parking  lot.  At  least  one  mature,  scenic  tree  is  located  behind  the 
100  Larkin  Street  building.  None  of  the  trees  on  the  project  site  are  rare  or  endangered 
species  ./I/  Both  the  trees  and  grass  would  be  removed  for  construction  of  the  new  Main 
Library.  The  new  library  would  include  grass  alongside  the  Larkin  Street  entrance  and 
street  trees  on  Fulton  Street.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  block  is  covered  primarily  by 
impervious  surfaces,  including  the  existing  Main  Library,  the  45  Hyde  Street  building  and 
a  paved  parking  area.  The  Fulton  and  Larkin  Street  frontages  of  the  existing  library 
building  are  planted  with  grass;  this  would  be  retained.  The  Fulton  Street  mall  would  also 
include  planting  of  grass  and  street  trees.  The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened, 
rare  or  endangered  plant  life  or  habitat.  The  project  would  not  interfere  with  any  resident 
or  migratory  species.  This  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

NOTE  -  Biology 

III    Thomas,  John,  Assistant  Landscape  Architect,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works, 
telephone  conversation,  April  9,  1991. 
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9)  Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No  Discussed 


*(a) 


Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 
erosion  and  liquefaction). 
Change  substantially  the  topography  or 
any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 
of  the  site? 


X 


X 


Cb) 


X 


A  preliminary  geotechnical  investigation  has  been  made  for  the  project,  and  a  detailed 
geotechnical  report  would  be  prepared  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer  prior 
to  commencement  of  constmction.  The  project  sponsor  and  contractor  would  follow  the 
recommendations  of  the  final  report  regarding  any  excavation  and  construction  for  the 
project.  Geologic  and  seismic  concerns,  including  a  summary  of  the  geotechnical  report  and 
a  discussion  of  seismic  issues,  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 


10)  Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)   Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X  X 

*(b)   Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 
water resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  groundwater  recharge?    X  X 

*(c)   Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 


Most  of  the  New  Library  block  is  covered  by  impervious  surfaces  (consisting  of  an  asphalt 
parking  lot  and  an  office  building),  or  by  lawn.  The  project  would  cover  nearly  the  entire 
site  with  a  new  library  building  and  other  impervious  surfaces  (steps,  plazas,  etc.).  The 
increase  in  impervious  surface  area  would  result  in  an  increase  in  surface  runoff  from  the 
site. 

Runoff  from  the  site  contains  common  urban  water  pollutants,  such  as  oil  and  metals  from 
automobiles,  fertilizers,  pesticides,  and  herbicides.  Runoff  quality  from  the  site  would 
likely  improve  with  the  elimination  of  the  parking  lot,  and  development  of  the  Fulton 
Street  Mall.  The  general  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  would  not  be  altered;  site  runoff 
would  drain  into  the  City's  combined  sanitary  and  storm  sewer  system. 

Local  lore  refers  to  an  "underground  stream"  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  At  one  time, 
groundwater  that  infiltrated  the  Hayes  Veilley  area  of  San  Francisco  may  have  been 
concentrated  into  two  subsurface  drainages  which  passed  through  the  project  vicinity 
(these  may  have  been  surface  drainages  that  were  progressively  filled  with  dune  sand 


siltation? 


X 


X 
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through  natural  processes  and  eventually  covered  by  artificial  fill)./l/  Since  the 
urbanization  of  the  Hayes  Valley  area  and  the  collection  and  routing  of  storm  water  to  San 
Francisco's  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  system,  most  of  the  infiltration  that 
supplied  those  localized  groundwater  flows  has  been  cut  off,  and  this  localized 
concentration  of  groundwater  has  likely  ceased. 

Based  on  groundwater  measurements  made  for  the  geotechnical  report  for  the  project, 
groundwater  at  the  site  currently  occurs  at  about  23  to  30  feet  San  Francisco  datum./2,3/ 
Those  measurements  were  made  in  Fall  1990,  after  a  prolonged  dry  period;  groundwater 
levels  are  likely  to  be  higher  during  the  wet  season  and  non-drought  conditions.  The  floor 
of  the  lower  basement  of  the  new  Main  Library  would  be  about  26  feet  San  Francisco 
datum.  Thus,  excavation  required  for  the  project  would  extend  below  the  water  table. 

Dewatering  would  be  required  for  excavation.  A  slurry  wall  around  the  excavation  area  is 
proposed  to  minimize  the  amount  of  dewatering  required.  Dewatering  could  cause  some 
settlement  of  adjacent  or  nearby  structures.  The  project  includes  measures  to  mitigate  this 
potential  impact.  A  mitigation  measure  that  would  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  in  the 
water  removed  from  the  excavation  before  discharge  into  the  City's  combined  storm  and 
sanitary  sewer  system  is  included  in  the  project  (see  p.  34). 

After  construction,  seepage  could  occur  and  sump  pumps  could  be  required  to  keep  the 
basement  dry  (as  is  the  case  at  City  Hall,  Opera  House,  and  the  Veterans'  BuUding). 
Because  most  of  the  site  is  already  covered  by  impervious  surfaces,  groundwater  recharge 
would  not  be  affected  by  the  project. 

No  further  analysis  of  water  resources  is  required  in  the  EIR. 
NOTES  -  Water 

III    Forbes,  Hyde,  Consulting  Engineering  Geologist,  Investigation  of  Ground  and  Water 
Conditions,  Proposed  Exhibit  Hall  Site,  Civic  Center,  1954. 

121    Geo/Resource  Consultants,  Progress  Report  Number  1 ,  San  Francisco  New  Main  Library, 
November  12, 1990. 

/3/    San  Francisco  City  Datum  establishes  the  City's  zero  point  for  surveying  purposes  at 
approximately  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
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1 1 )  Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)    Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 
energy,  or  use  them  in  a  wasteful  manner? 
(b)   Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use.  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource? 


The  existing  Main  Library  is  heated  by  a  steam  boiler  in  the  City  Steam  Plant  at  Larkin 
and  McAllister  Streets,  part  of  the  Civic  Center  steam  loop  system  that  serves  public 
buildings  in  the  area.  The  plant  has  two  three-phase,  208-volt  motors  that  pump  water  into 
the  boilers;  these  were  converted  from  DC  to  AC  operations  about  18  months  ago.  On  a 
proportional  basis  approximately  14  percent  of  the  energy  produced  by  the  steam  plant  is 
consumed  by  the  existing  library.  The  City  office  buildings  at  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street  are  not  served  by  the  steain  plant. 

Electricity  is  made  available  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  through  its  Hetch  Hetchy  Water  and  Power  Division. 

The  Main  Library  and  45  Hyde  Street  building  use  approximately  27  billion  Btu  of  energy 
per  year,  mostly  for  electricity  and  natural  gas.  Building  operations  at  100  Larkin  Street 
currently  consume  approximately  one  billion  Btu  of  energy  per  year  at  the  source./l,2/ 

Removal  of  existing  paved  parking  surfaces  and  building  demolition  would  require 
consumption  of  an  unknown  amount  of  energy.  Fabrication  and  transportation  of  building 
materials,  worker  transportation,  site  development,  and  building  construction  would 
require  about  550  billion  Btu  of  g.isolme,  diesel  fuel,  natural  gas,  and  electricity ./3/ 
Distributed  over  the  estimated  50  scar  life  of  the  project,  construction-related  energy  use 
would  be  about  1 1  billion  Btu  per  year,  or  about  19  percent  of  building  operational  energy 
requirements. /4/ 

New  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are  required  to  conform  to  energy  conservation  standards 
specified  by  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  Documentation  showing 
compliance  with  these  standards  is  submitted  with  the  application  for  the  project's 
building  permit.  Title  24  standards  are  enforced  by  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection. 


X_    JK 
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Energy  use  for  the  project  would  be  more  intensive  than,  for  example,  residential  uses  due 
to  special  conditioning  needs.  Energy  use  would  be  more  intensive  for  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  than  for  the  existing  library  building  due  to  new  temperature  controls  and  related 
air  conditioning  equipment  for  the  museum  collection.  Total  energy  use  for  the  existing 
library  building,  when  converted  to  museum  use,  would  increase  due  to  these  special 
requirements  and  due  to  the  proposed  expansion  into  the  45  Hyde  Street  space.  The  Asian 
Art  Commission  would  work  with  the  City  Energy  Conservation  Office  in  development  of 
final  building  plans  to  ensure  that  the  museum  would  not  use  energy  in  a  wasteful 
manner.  Similarly,  the  new  Main  Library  would  have  special  conditioning  requirements. 
The  Library  Commission  would  work  with  the  Energy  Conservation  Office  to  ensure  that 
the  new  Main  Library  would  not  use  energy  in  a  wasteful  manner. 

Table  1  shows  the  estimated  operational  energy  that  would  be  used  by  the  new  Main 
Library.  Energy  consumption  at  the  Asian  Art  Museum  with  its  proposed  addition  would 
be  offset  by  the  displacement  of  the  existing  library  uses  and  the  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street  office  buildings,  coupled  with  increased  efficiency  in  energy  use  in  both 
the  new  Main  Library  and  remodeled  museum.  Thus,  the  total  net  increase  of  energy 
consumption  for  the  entire  project  would  be  essentially  the  energy  associated  with  the  new 
Main  Library  itself.  Figures  4  and  5  (pp.  27  and  28)  show  the  annual  and  peak  daily 
electricity  and  natural  gas  consumption  for  the  proposed  new  Main  Library.  These 
estimates  assume  that  the  new  Main  Library  building  would  be  heated  by  natural  gas  and 
would  not  be  connected  to  the  Civic  Center  Steam  Loop./5/ 

Peak  demand  for  electricity  for  the  new  Main  Library  would  occur  in  mid-aftemoon  in  late 

summer  and  early  autumn  and  would  be  about  1,700  kW,  which  is  about  0.009  percent  of 

PG&E's  peak  load  of  18,000  megawatts  (MW)./6/  Peak  daily  demand  for  natural  gas  at 

the  new  library  building  would  occur  on  January  mornings  and  would  be  about 

82,000  cubic  feet,  about  0.002  percent  of  PG&E's  peak  day  send-out  of  3.4  billion  cubic 

feet./6/ 

PG&E  has  indicated  that  project  energy  consumption  resulting  from  development  would 
not  be  significant  and  that  conclusion  remains  valid  for  the  future  and  project  conditions./7/ 

Increased  demand  for  electricity  in  San  Francisco  to  the  year  2000  would  be  met  by  PG&E 
from  nuclezu-  sources,  oil  and  gas  facilities,  hydroelectric  and  geothermal  facilities,  and 
other  sources  such  as  cogeneration,  wind  and  imports.  PG&E  plans  to  continue  receiving 
most  of  its  natural  gas  from  Canada  and  Texas  under  long-term  contracts. 
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TABLE  1:  ESTIMATED  OPERATIONAL  ENERGY  USE  AT  NEW  MAIN  LIBRARY  /a,e/ 


Daily  Natural  Gas  Consumption/b.d/ 


Estimated  natural  gas  consumption  per  sq.  ft. 
Estimated  total  natural  gas  consumption 

Monthly  Electric  Consumption/b,d/ 

Estimated  electricity  consumption  per  sq.  ft. 
Estimated  total  electricity  consumption 

Annual  Consumption/d/ 

Estimated  total  annual  natural  gas  consumption 
Estimated  total  annual  electricity  consumption 
Estimated  total  annual  energy  consumption 


1 1  Btu/c/ 
37  Therms 


0.86  kWh  (8,800  Btu)/d/ 
460,000  kWh  (4.7  billion  Btu) 


14,000  Therms  (1.4  billion  Bm) 
5.5  million  kWh  (56  billion  Btu) 
57  billion  Btu  (9,800  barrels  of  oil) 


NOTES: 

/a/    Energy  use  includes  space  conditioning,  service  water  heating,  and  lighting  in  accordance 
with  allowable  limits  under  Title  24.  Estimated  electricity  consumption  is  based  on  Title  24 
estimates  plus  an  additional  three  kWh/sq.  ft.-yr.,  consumed  by  appliances  such  as 
typewriters,  computers,  coffee  makers,  etc. 

/b/    Electricity  and  natural  gas  consumption  was  based  on  estimates  provided  by  Flack  +  Kurtz, 
Consulting  Engineers,  letter,  November  29,  1990).  Calculations  for  the  project  are  on  file  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St. 

Id  Btu  (British  thermal  unit:  a  standard  unit  for  measuring  heat.  Technically,  it  is  the  quantity 
of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one  pound  of  water  one  degree  Fahrenheit  at  sea 
level.) 

/d/    Energy  Conversion  Factors:  one  gallon  gasoline  =         125,000  Btu 

one  kilowatt  hour  (kWh)   =  10,239  Btu 

one  therm  =         100,000  Btu 

one  barrel  oil  =      5,600,000  Btu 

/e/    Monthly  and  aimual  figures  may  not  match  due  to  rounding  to  three  significant  digits. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  and  Department  of  City  Planning. 


Project-related  transportation  would  cause  additional,  off-site  energy  consumption. 
Annual  project-related  trips  (about  1.11  million  auto  vehicle  trip  ends  [vtel,  465.000  bus 
person  trip  ends  (pte),  202.000  BART  pte,  and  814,000  Muni  electric  pte)  would  require 
about  350,000  gallons  of  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel,  and  about  1.26  million  kWh  of 
electricity  annually,  as  indicated  in  Table  2,  p.  29. 
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Peak  Day  Electricity  Demand 
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Figure  4 
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P«ak  Day  Consumption  of  Gas 
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TABLE  2:  PROJECT-RELATED  ANNUAL  TRANSPORTATION  ENERGY 
CONSUMPTION  IN  2000/a/ 


Electricity 
Thousands 
(of  kWh) 


Gasoline  Diesel 
Thousands  Thousands 
(of  GaUons)    (of  GaUons) 


Total  Btu 
(BUlion) 


Auto/Taxi/Jitney/Motorcycle/ 


Charter  Bus 
BART 

Muni  Electric 

Regional  Bus  Systems/b/ 


409.5 
856.7 


324.0 


26.4 


45.4 
4.2 
8.8 
4.2 


Project  Total 


1266.2 


324.0 


26.4 


62.5. 


/a/   The  methods  used  to  calculate  these  figures  are  described  in  detail  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  EIR,  Case  No.  81.3E,  certified  November  18,  1984,  in  Appendix  N.  The 
associated  data  is  contained  in  Table  6  of  that  document.  Calculations  are  also  based, 
in  part,  on  vehicle  miles  travelled  (see  calculations  for  the  project  on  file  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister 
Street). 

/b/  Includes  MUNI  diesel. 

Figures  may  not  match  totals  due  to  rounding. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


These  figures  are  based  on  data  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  The  total  annual 
energy  demand,  converted  with  at  source  factors  to  a  common  thermal  energy  unit,  would  be 
about  62.5  billion  Btu,  the  energ>  equivalent  of  about  10,800  barrels  of  oil.  The  projected 
use  is  based  upon  the  mix  of  highway  vehicles  in  California  in  1987.  Vehicle  fuel  is 
expected  to  decrease  as  the  vehicle  fleet  becomes  more  efficient  and  fuel  more  expensive. 


This  topic,  energy  consumption  impacts,  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 


NOTES  -  Energy /Natural  Resources 

/1/The  British  thermal  unit  (Btu)  is  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one 
pound  of  water  one  degree  Fahrenheit  at  sea  level;  all  references  to  Btu  in  this  Initial  Study  are 
at-sources  values.  The  term  "at-source"  means  that  adjustments  have  been  made  in  the 
calculation  of  the  thermal  energy  equivalent  (Btu)  for  losses  in  energy  that  occur  during 
generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  of  the  various  energy  forms  as  specified  in: 


♦Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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ERCDC.  1977.  Energy  Consen'ation  Design  Manual  for  New  Non-Residential  Buildings, 
Energy  Conservation  and  Development  Commission,  Sacramento.  California,  and 
Apostolos,  J. A.,  W.R.  Shoemaker,  and  E.  C.  Shirley,  1978  Energy  and  Transportation 
System,  California  Department  of  Transportation,  Sacramento,  California,  Project  #20-1, 
Task  8. 


/2/    Existing  energy  consumption  was  determined  from  actual  billings.  In  the  case  of  space 
hearing  for  the  existing  Main  Library,  a  percentage  of  the  City  steam  plant's  energy 
consumption  was  assigned  to  the  library  based  on  its  proportionate  size  in  relation  to  all 
buildings  served  by  the  steam  plant. 

/3/    Hannon,  B.,  et  al.,  1978,  "Energy  and  Labor  in  the  Construction  Sector,"  Science 
202:837-847. 

/4/    The  estimated  50-year  life  of  the  project  is  considered  an  industry  standard  by  engineers, 
architects,  and  plarmers.  It  does  not  imply  that  the  new  Main  Library  building  would  "last" 
only  50  years. 

/5/    Arthur,  Ronald,  Senior  Associate  for  Flack  +  Kurtz  Consulting  Engineers,  letter  dated 
November  12.  1990. 

/6/    PG&E  electrical  and  natural  gas  demand  is  from  PG&E's  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  1989  Annual  Report. 

PI    Copies  of  memoranda  of  telephone  conversations  with  service  providers  and  service 
provider  questiormaire  responses  are  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Plarming,  Room  600,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 


12)  Hazards.  Could  the  project:  Yes       Nq  Discussed 

*(a)   Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?    JL_ 

*(b)   Interfere  v^'ith  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

(c)   Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?    X  X 


The  project  would  not  create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  through  the  production  or 
disposal  of  harmful  materials. 

The  project  would  increase  the  daytime  population  in  greater  dovmtown  San  Francisco. 
Employees  and  patrons  of  the  proposed  new  Main  Library  and  relocated  Asian  Art 
Museum  would  contribute  to  congestion  if  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the  Civic  Center 
area  were  required.  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  as 
part  of  the  proposed  project  (see  Mitigation  on  p.  34).  The  project's  emergency  plan 
would  be  coordinated  with  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities.  These  mitigation 
inea.surcs  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  and  this  topic  will  not  be  addressed  in  the 
EIR. 

*Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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The  increased  number  of  persons  using  the  site  would  not  substantially  increase  the  fire 
hazard  at  the  site  as  the  project  would  be  required  to  conform  to  the  Life  Safety  provisions 
of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations. 
The  project  would  replace  two  buildings  and  upgrade  one  building  built  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  these  code  requirements. 

An  asbestos  survey  has  been  performed  for  the  existing  Main  Library  and  an  asbestos 
abatement  program  is  under  way  as  part  of  a  seismic  upgrade  of  the  building./l/  No 
formal  asbestos  surveys  have  been  done  for  the  two  office  buildings,  although  a  survey  of 
the  100  Larkin  Street  building  is  scheduled  and  should  be  complete  by  May  1991.  The 
100  Larkin  Street  building  would  be  moved  or  demolished.  The  45  Hyde  Street  building 
would  be  demolished.  It  is  possible  that  asbestos-containing  materials  were  used  in  these 
buildings,  and  are  still  present. 

Any  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings  necessary  for  the  project  must  comply  with  State 
law  which  requires,  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work  involving  100  square  feet  or 
more  of  asbestos-containing  materials,  that  a  contractor  be  certified  and  that  certain 
procedures  be  followed./2/  The  project  sponsor  would  have  the  project  contractor 
conform  to  state  regulations  for  the  removal  of  toxic  materials  in  the  existing  structures. 
The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  vested  by  the  California 
legislature  with  authority  to  regulate  airbome  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both 
inspection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed 
demolition.  Notification  includes  the  names,  addresses  and  phone  numbers  of  operations 
and  persons  responsible,  including  the  contractor;  description  and  location  of  the  structure 
to  be  renovated/demolished  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate  amount 
of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  renovation;  nature  of 
planned  renovation  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet 
BAAQMD  requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used. 

According  to  BAAQMD  Regulation  11,  Rule  2,  if  a  stmcture  is  to  be  renovated,  exposed 
asbestos  must  be  sealed  (encapsulated)  or  removed.  Similarly,  relocation  of  a  building 
could  upset  existing  asbestos-containing  fibers,  and  removal  must  be  completed  prior  to 
dismantling  and  moving  the  structure.  Workers  and  the  public  could  be  exposed  to 
asbestos  fibers  that  become  airbome  during  removal ./3/  If  legally  required  procedures 
were  followed,  exposure  of  workers  and  the  public  to  asbestos  would  be  within  applicable 
safety  standards. 


♦Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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The  District  randomly  inspects  removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  District  inspects  any 
removal  operations  concerning  which  a  complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must 
also  be  notified  of  asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors 
must  follow  state  regulations  contained  in  29  CFR  1926.58.  Asbestos  removal  contractors 
must  be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California. 
The  owner  of  the  properties  where  demolition  and  renovation  would  occur  must  have  a 
Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by,  and  registered  with,  the  Califomia 
Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  the  hauler  of  the 
material  are  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the 
material  from  the  site  and  the  disposal  of  the  material.  Issues  related  to  asbestos  do  not 
require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

The  EIR  wUl  include  a  discussion  of  the  potential  for  encountering  subsurface  toxic 
materials  during  excavation. 

NOTES  -  Hazards 

/I/    Abel,  Russell.  Bureau  of  Architecture,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works, 
telephone  conversation,  February  12,  1991. 

/2/    Assembly  Bill  2040,  Asbestos  1985,  Added  Section  24223  and  Chapter  25  to  Division  20  of 
the  Health  and  Safety  Code. 

/3/    Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Rules  and  Regulations,  Regulation  11,  Rule  2, 
"Asbestos  Demolition,  Renovation  and  Manufacturing,"  adopted  May  1981. 


13)  Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes       No  Discussed 

*(a)    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historical  or  cultural 
significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic 
or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 
site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 
study?  _X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific 

uses  of  the  area?   

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of 
buildings  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  City 

Planning  Code?   


♦Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines.  Appendix  G.  nomially  significant  effect. 
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Buildings  on  the  project  site  include  the  existing  Main  Library,  assigned  the  highest  rating 
of  "5"  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning 's  1976  citywide  architectural  inventory.  Other 
buildings  on  the  project  site  include  City  office  buildings  at  45  Hyde  Street  (on  the  Asian 
Art  Museum  block)  and  at  100  Larkin  Street  (on  the  New  Library  block).  The  Pioneer 
Monument  sculpture  is  also  on  the  New  Library  block.  The  Civic  Center  contains  a 
number  of  architecturally  important  buildings;  it  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  as  a  district  and  is  under  consideration  by  the  City  as  a  potential  historic 
district  under  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  There  are  four  designated  City 
landmarks  within  three  blocks  of  the  site:  City  Hall,  the  War  Memorial  complex,  the 
Orpheum  Theater  building,  and  the  former  High  School  of  Commerce,  now  headquarters 
of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District.  These  buildings  are  designated  Landmarks 
Nos.  21,  84,  94,  and  140,  respectively  by  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Architectural  resources  in  the  project  area  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Archival  research  was  conducted  regarding  the  possibility  of  encountering  artifacts  on  the 
project  site./l/  The  EIR  will  discuss  the  possibility  of  encountering  subsurface  cultural 
resources. 

NOTE  -  Cultural 

III    An  archaeological  resources  report  titled  "Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the 
Proposed  Main  Library  Development  Project  and  Two  Affiliated  Parcels  in  the  Civic  Center 
Plaza  Area,  San  Francisco,  California,"  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  site  by  Allen  G.  Pastron, 
Ph.D.  of  Archeo-Tec,  Inc.,  in  November  1990  and  is  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 


C.  OTHER 


Yes 


No  Discussed 


Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of 
BuDding  Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or 
Federal  Agencies? 


X 


D.  MmOATION  MEASURES 


Yes 


No 


N/A  Discussed 


1) 


If  any  significant  effects  have 
been  identified,  are  there  ways  to 
mitigate  them? 


X 


X 


2) 


Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 
above  included  in  the  project? 


X 


X 
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The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  will  contain  a  mitigation  chapter  describing  these  measures 
iuid  also  including  other  measures  which  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential 
adverse  effects  of  the  project  identified  in  the  EIR. 

Operational  Noise 

•  As  recommended  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan,  an  analysis  of  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  prepared  by  the 
project  sponsor  and  recommended  noise  insulation  features  would  be  included  as  part 
of  the  proposed  building.  For  example,  such  design  features  could  include  fixed 
windows  and  climate  control. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with 
water  regularly  during  demolition  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with 
water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover 
trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  streets 
surrounding  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce 
particulate  emissions.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  project  contractor  to 
maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  of  motors 
when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  tmcks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and 
implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment 
that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  constmction  period. 

Water  Quality 

•  Tlie  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  temporarily  retain  groundwater 
pumped  from  the  excavation  in  a  holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle 
and  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm  drain/sewer  lines. 

Hazards 

•  In  order  to  reduce  potential  injury  to  building  occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  other 
catastrophic  emergency,  an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be 
developed  by  the  project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with 
the  Mayor's  Office  or  Emergency  Services  to  ensure  coordination  between  the  City's 
emergency  planning  activities  ajid  the  project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building 
occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  Tlie  project  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by  building  management  insofar  as 
feasible  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building  permits. 

•  To  expedite  uriplementation  of  the  City's  emergency  response  plan,  the  project 
sponsor  would  prominently  post  infonnation  for  building  occupants  concerning  what 
to  do  in  the  event  of  a  disaster. 
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E.  ALTERNATIVES 


Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  and  will  include  the 
following: 


A.  No  Project:  The  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition  with  the  existing 
City  office  building  and  parking  lot  remaining.  The  Main  Library  would 
remain  in  its  existing  location,  as  would  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 

B.  Alternative  Site:  A  new  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  at  an  altemative 
site,  for  example,  within  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  redevelopment  area.  The 
New  Library  block  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  the  City  office 
building  and  parking  lot.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  relocated  to  the 
existing  Main  Library  building. 

C.  Expansion  of  Existing  Library:  The  existing  library  building  would  be 
remodeled  to  accommodate  the  space  needs  of  the  Main  Library.  The  New 
Library  block  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition,  with  the  City  office 
building  and  parking  lot.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  be  relocated  from 
Golden  Gate  Park. 

D.  Library  as  Courts  Facility:  The  new  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  as 
proposed.  The  existing  Main  Library  building  would  be  remodeled  and 
converted  to  a  court  building.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  not  be  relocated 
from  Golden  Gate  Park. 

E.  Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage:  The  new  Main  Library  would  be 
constmcted  as  proposed.  The  existing  Civic  Center  Garage  beneath  Civic 
Center  Plaza  would  be  expanded.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be  relocated 
to  the  existing  Main  Library  building. 

F.  Pioneer  Monument,  No  Change:  The  new  Main  Library  would  be  constructed 
as  proposed,  except  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  not  be  moved  and  no 
auditorium  would  be  included  in  the  library.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  be 
relocated  to  the  existing  Main  Library  building. 

These  altematives  and  their  potential  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

F.  MAI^ATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIHCANCE  Yes  No  Discussed 

*1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife 
species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to 
drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce 
the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or 
endangered  plants  or  animal,  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods 

of  California  history  or  pre-history?    X   


♦Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 

A.35 


X.  Appendices 


*2)  Doc5  the  project  have  the  potential  to 

achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of 
long-term,  environmental  goals? 


_2L. 


*3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable.  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projeas,  other  current 
projects,  and  probable  futxire  projects.) 


♦4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
affects  on  human  beings,  either  diiealy  or 
indirectly? 


The  project  would  contribute  to  cximulative  impacts  in  San  Francisco,  primarily  in  the 
areas  of  transportation  and  air  quality.  Applicable  cumulative  impacts  will  be  discussed  in 
the  EIR. 


G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INTTIAL  STUDY 


  I  find  that  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

envirormient,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the 

mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of 

the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

X    I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 
an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


BARBARA  W.  SAHM 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


DEAN  L.  MAORIS 


Director  of  Planning 


*Derivcd  from  State  EER  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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APPENDIX  B:  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 


The  architectural  ratings  discussed  in  the  text  of  this  report  represent  the  resuhs  of 
three  separate  architectural  evaluation  surveys:  the  1976  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  Citywide  Architectural  Survey,  the  Heritage  Survey,  and  the  Downtown 
Plan  survey.  These  are  discussed  below. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  CITYWIDE 
ARCHITECTURAL  SURVEY 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted  a 
citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.  An  advisory  review 
committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the  final  determination 
of  ratings  for  the  10,000  buildings,  the  results  of  which  were  entered  in  an  unpublished 
60- volume  record  of  the  inventory.  The  rated  buildings  are  also  represented  on  a  set  of 
color-coded  maps  which  identify  the  location  and  relative  significance  of  each 
building  surveyed.  The  inventory  and  maps  are  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning. 

The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  the  surveyed  structures  from 
the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design  features.  Both  contemporary  and 
older  buildings  were  included,  but  historical  associations  were  not  considered.  Each 
building  was  given  two  numerical  ratings,  one  for  architectural  quality  and  one  for 
overall  architectural  significance,  urban  design  context,  and  environment  significance. 
The  latter  rating  is  referred  to  in  this  report.  The  ratings  ranged  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a 
high  of  "5."  The  architectural  survey  resulted  in  a  listing  of  the  best  ten  percent  of 
San  Francisco's  buildings.  In  the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants,  buildings 
rated  "3"  or  higher  represent  approximately  the  best  two  percent  of  the  City's 
architecture. 

HERITAGE  SURVEY 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  through  its  consultants, 
Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  conducted  an  architectured  and  historical  survey 
of  all  downtown  structures.  In  1979,  the  original  inventory  results  were  published  in 
the  book  Splendid  Survivors  (Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage, 
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Splendid  Survivors,  California  Living  Books,  San  Francisco  1979).  A  subsequent 
1982  Heritage  survey  evaluated  all  structures  in  the  C-3  zoning  districts  in  areas  not 
covered  in  the  Splendid  Survivors  survey  ("San  Francisco  Downtown  Architectural 
Survey:  C-3  Zoning  District,  Final  Evaluated  List,"  December  1,  1982).  The 
expanded  inventory  has  not  been  formally  published  by  Heritage.  Criteria  considered 
in  rating  the  buildings  for  both  surveys  include  Architectural  Significance,  Historic 
Context  and  Negative  Alterations.  Summary  ratings  from  "A"  to  "D"  were  assigned  to 
each  building  on  the  basis  of  these  scores.  The  summary  ratings,  as  described  on 
pp.  12-13  of  Splendid  Survivors,  are  listed  below: 


A.  Highest  Importance.  Individually  the  most  important  buildings  in  downtown  San 
Francisco,  distinguished  by  outstanding  qualities  of  architecture,  historical  values, 
and  relationship  to  the  environment.  All  A-group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the 
National  Register,  and  of  highest  priority  for  City  Landmark  status. 

B.  Major  Importance.  Buildings  which  are  of  individual  importance  by  virtue  of 
architecmral,  historical,  and  environmental  criteria.  These  buildings  tend  to  stand 
out  for  their  overall  quality  rather  than  for  any  particular  outstanding 
characteristics.  B -group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  and  of 
secondary  priority  for  City  Landmark  status. 

The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  does  not  distinguish  between  "A"  rated 
and  "B"  rated  buildings  for  purposes  of  preservation. 

C.  Contextual  Importance.  Buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale, 
materials,  compositional  treatment,  comice  and  other  features.  They  provide  the 
setting  for  more  important  buildings  and  they  add  visual  richness  and  character  to 
the  downtown  area.  Many  C-group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  as  part  of  historic  districts. 

D.  Minor  or  No  Importance.  Buildings  which  are  insignificant  examples  of 
architecture  by  virtue  of  original  design,  or  more  frequently,  insensitive 
remodeling.  This  category  includes  vacant  buildings  and  parking  lots.  Most 
D-group  buildings  are  sites  of  opportunity. 

Not  Rated.  Buildings  which  have  been  built  or  suffered  insensitive  exterior 
remodelings  since  1945. 


DOWNTOWN  PLAN  SURVEY 


The  City  Planning  Commission  adopted  by  Resolution  No.  8600  (May  29.  1980),  a 
"List  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown," 
based  on  the  above  described  surveys.  Generally,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  in  the 
DCP  survey  or  "A"  or  "B"  in  ihe  original  Heritage  survey  {Splendid  Survivors)  were 
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placed  on  the  list.  The  expanded  Heritage  survey  (1982)  has  not  been  adopted  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  to  date. 

The  purpose  of  the  list  is  to  advise  developers  and  building  owners  of  the  importance 
the  City  places  upon  the  buildings '  conservation  and  to  require  special  review  by  the 
Commission  of  any  plans  which  would  affect  any  building  or  buildings  on  the  list. 
Resolution  No.  9240  (November  19,  1981)  reaffirms  the  Commission's  concern  for 
preservation  of  architecturally  significant  buildings  and  acknowledges  the  Director's 
intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that  propose  to  demolish  significant  buildings. 

The  Downtown  Plan  establishes  four  categories  of  architecturally  important 
structures.  The  Plan  states  (p.  66)  "This  Plan  proposes  a  preservation  strategy  that 
would  require  that  268  buildings  (called  significant  buildings  in  this  Plan)  be  retained, 
while  providing  incentives  to  encourage  the  retention  of  183  other  important,  but  less 
significant  buildings  (called  contributory  buildings.)  They  are  shown  on  Map  12  in  the 
Plan.  Both  classes  of  buildings  would  be  entitled  to  'Transferable  Development 
Rights.'"  The  following  material,  taken  from  the  Plan,  describes  the  categories  and 
briefly  identifies  preservation  strategies. 

Significant  Buildings 

Those  buildings  of  the  highest  architectural  and  environmental  importance  ~  buildings 
whose  demolition  would  constitute  an  irreplaceable  loss  to  the  quality  and  character  of 
downtown  —  would  be  required  to  be  retained.  There  are  268  of  these  buildings.  They 
include  all  buildings  rated  by  Heritage  as  excellent  in  either  architectvu-al  quality  or 
relationship  to  the  environment,  or  very  good  in  both.  (This  covers  all  buildings  rated 
"A"  by  Heritage  and  most  of  the  buildings  rated  "B".) 

These  buildings  -  referred  to  in  the  Plan  as  significant  buildings  ~  are  divided  into 
Category  I  and  Category  U,  the  difference  being  in  the  extent  of  alteration  allowed. 
There  are  226  significant  buildings  in  Category  I  ([listed])  in  Table  4  [of  the  Plan]  and 
42  significant  buildings  in  Category  n. 
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Contributory  Buildings 


The  Downtown  Plan  proposes  to  encourage,  but  not  require,  retention  of  other 
buildings  contributing  to  the  quality  and  character  of  downtown.  These  buildings, 
called  contributor^'  buildings,  consist  of  two  groups: 


Category  III 

•      Buildings  rated  very  good  in  architectural  quality,  but  lower  than  very  good  in 
relationship  to  the  environment,  or  vice  versa,  and  located  outside  conservation 
districts.  (These  buildings  were  rated  "B"  by  Heritage.)  There  are  21  of  these 
buildings.  They  are  listed  on  Table  6  [of  the  Plan]. 


Category  IV 

•  Buildings  rated  very  good  in  architectural  quality,  but  lower  than  very  good  in 
relationship  to  the  environment  or  vice  versa  and  which  are  located  in  a 
Conservation  District.  (These  buildings  were  rated  "B"  by  Heritage.)  There  are 
15  of  them. 

•  Buildings  with  "contextual  value"  to  a  conservation  district.  These  contextual 
buildings  are  buildings  that  themselves  are  not  highly  rated  in  architectural 
quality  and  relationship  to  the  environment,  but  do  make  a  substantial 
contribution  to  the  "quality"  of  an  area  that  contains  a  number  of  highly-rated 
buildings  and  that  is  proposed  to  be  given  special  protection  as  a  conservation 
district.  (These  buildings  were  rated  "C"  by  Heritage.)  The  166  Category  IV 
buildings  are  listed  in  Table  7  [of  the  Plan.] 


Six  conservation  districts  are  established  by  the  Plan: 


District 

1: 

Keamy-Market-Mason-Sutter  Conservation  District 

District 

2: 

New  Montgomery-Second  Street  Conservation  District 

District 

3: 

Commercial-Leidesdorff  Conservation  District 

District 

4: 

Front -Califomia  Conservation  District 

District 

5: 

Keamy-Belden  Conservation  District 

District 

6: 

Pine-Sansome  Conservation  District 
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APPENDIX  C:  WIND  STUDY  METHODOLCXjY 


This  summan'  of  wind  study  methodology  is  based  on  a  report  by  Bruce  R.  White. 
Ph.D..  Professor  of  Mechanical  Engineering  at  the  Universirs-  of  California,  Davis. 
Tlie  study  is  independent  of  the  University.  The  report  is  available  for  review  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.  Office  of  Environmental  Review.  450  McAllister  Street. 

INTRODUCTION 

The  comfort  of  pedestrians  varies  under  different  conditions  of  sun  exposure, 
temperature,  clothing,  and  wind  speed.  Winds  up  to  four  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  no 
noticeable  effect  on  pedestrian  comfort.  With  winds  from  four  to  eight  mph.  wind  is 
felt  on  the  face.  Winds  from  eight  to  thirteen  mph  will  disturb  hair,  cause  clothing  to 
flap,  and  extend  a  light  flag  mounted  on  a  pole.  Winds  from  13  to  19  mph  will  raise 
loose  paper,  dust  and  dr>'  soil,  and  will  disarrange  hair.  For  winds  from  19  to  26  mph, 
the  force  of  the  wind  will  be  felt  on  the  body.  With  26  to  34  mph  winds,  umbrellas  are 
used  with  difficulr\'.  hair  is  blown  straight,  there  is  difficulty  in  walking  steadily,  and 
wind  noise  is  unpleasant.  Winds  over  34  mph  increase  difficulty  with  balance  and 
gusts  can  blow  people  over./l/ 

The  City  Planning  Code  Section  148.  Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Currents  in 
C-3  (Downtown  Commercial)  Districts,  requires  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to 
cause  ground-level  wind  currents  to  exceed,  more  than  10%  of  the  time,  1 1  mph  in 
substantial  pedestrian  use  areas,  and  7  mph  in  public  seating  areas.  Similarly,  the 
Code  requires  that  buildings  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the 
hazard  level  of  26  mph  for  a  single  full  hour  of  the  year,  or  0.01 1416%  of  the  time. 
The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  wind  speeds  that  are  measured  for  one  minute  and 
averaged.  In  contrast,  the  hazard  criterion  is  based  on  winds  that  are  measured  for  one 
hour  and  averaged;  when  stated  on  the  same  basis  as  the  comfort  criteria  winds,  the 
hazard  criterion  speed  is  a  one-minute  average  of  36  mph.  The  wind  ordinance  is 
defined  in  terms  of  equivalent  wind  speed./2/  This  term  denotes  an  average  wind 
speed  (mean  velocity),  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of  gustiness  and  turbulence. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  Public  Use  (P)  District,  in  w^hich  the  City  Planning 
Code  wind  requirements  do  not  apply.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  project 
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will  be  examined  in  relation  to  the  criteria  established  for  the  Downtown  Commercial 
(C-3)  District. 

METHODOLOGY  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 

A  one  inch  =  50  feet  scale  model  of  the  area  surrounding  the  proposed  building  for 
several  blocks  in  all  directions  was  provided  by  ESA.  Wind-tunnel  tests  were 
conducted:  for  the  project  setting  in  its  existing  condition  (including  all  approved 
development);  for  the  project  in  the  existing  setting;  and  for  the  project  and  potential 
development  in  the  existing  setting. 

The  model  was  tested  in  a  wind  tunnel  that  allows  testing  of  natiiral  atmospheric 
boundary  layer  flow  past  surface  objects  such  as  buildings  and  other  structures.  The 
tunnel  has  an  overall  length  of  22  meters  (m)  (72  feet),  a  test  section  of  1.22  m  (4  feet) 
wide  by  1.83  m  (6  feet)  high,  and  an  adjustable  false  ceiling.  The  adjustable  ceiling 
and  turbulence  generators  allow  speeds  within  the  tunnel  to  vary  from  one  to  eight 
meters  per  second  (m/s),  or  2.2  to  17.9  mph. 

Wind-speed  measurements  were  made  with  a  hot-wire  anemometer,  an  instrument  that 
directly  relates  rates  of  heat  transfer  to  wind  speeds  by  electronic  signals.  The 
hot-wire  signals  are  proportional  to  the  magnimde  and  steadiness  of  the  wind.  By 
measuring  both  the  mean  wind  speeds  and  corresponding  turbulence  intensities,  high 
wind  speeds  and  gustiness  (changes  in  wind  speeds  over  short  periods  of  time)  could 
be  detected.  The  ratio  of  near-surface  speed  to  reference  wind  speed  was  calculated 
from  the  hot-wire  measurements.  The  inherent  uncertainty  of  measurements  made 
with  the  hot-wire  anemometer  close  to  the  surface  of  the  model  is  plus  or  minus  five 
percent  of  the  true  values. 

The  mean  wind  speeds  at  street  level  were  determined  by  relating  the  wind-tunnel 
results  with  statistically  representative  records  of  San  Francisco  wind  data.  Data 
describing  the  speed,  direction,  and  frequency  of  occurrence  of  winds  were  gathered  at 
the  old  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza  (at  a  height  of  132 
ft.)  during  the  six-year  period,  1945  to  1950.  Measurements  taken  hourly  and 
averaged  over  one-minute  periods  have  been  tabulated  for  each  month  (averaged  over 
the  six  years)  in  three-hour  periods  using  seven  classes  of  wind  speed  and  16  compass 
directions.  Analysis  of  these  data  shows  that  during  the  hours  from  6:00  a.m.  to  8:00 
p.m.,  about  70  percent  of  all  winds  blow  from  five  of  the  16  directions,  as  follows: 
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Northwest  (NW),  10  percent;  West  Northwest  (WNW),  14  percent;  West  (W),  35 
percent;  West  Southwest  (WSW),  2  percent;  Southwest  (SW),  9  percent;  and  all  other 
winds,  28  percent.  Calm  conditions  occur  two  percent  of  the  time.  More  than  90%  of 
measured  winds  over  13  mph  blow  from  the  NW,  WNW,  W,  WSW,  or  SW. 

Each  wind-tunnel  measurement  results  in  a  ratio  that  relates  the  speed  of  ground-level 
wind  to  the  speed  at  the  reference  elevation,  in  this  case  the  height  of  the  Old  San 
Francisco  Federal  Building.  The  frequency  with  which  a  particular  wind  velocity  is 
exceeded  at  any  test  location  is  then  calculated  by  using  the  measured  wind-tunnel 
ratio  and  a  specified  ground  speed  to  determine  the  corresponding  reference  wind 
speed  for  each  direction.  In  general,  this  gives  different  reference  speeds  for  each 
major  directional  component  (NW,  WNW,  W,  SW,  and  Other).  The  wind  data  for  San 
Francisco  are  then  used  to  calculate  the  percentage  of  the  time  that  the  specific 
ground-level  wind  speed  is  exceeded  for  each  directional  component.  The  sum  of 
these  is  the  total  percentage  of  time  that  the  specified  ground-level  wind  speed  is 
exceeded.  A  computer  is  used  to  calculate  the  total  percentages  for  a  series  of  wind 
speeds  until  the  speed  exceeded  ten  percent  of  the  time  is  found,  for  each  location 
point. 

The  mean  wind  speeds  are  compared  to  the  comfort  criteria  of  1 1  mph  for  pedestrian 
areas  and  seven  mph  for  seating  areas,  each  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  ten  percent 
of  the  time.  Separate  calculations  evaluate  compliance  with  the  hazard  criterion.  The 
wind  data  observed  at  the  Old  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  are  not  full  hour 
average  speeds  as  specified  by  the  Code,  so  it  is  necessary  to  adjust  the  equivalent 
speeds  to  obtain  the  hourly  average  of  26  mph./3/  The  adjusted  equivalent  wind 
speeds  are  used  to  calculate  compliance  with  the  hazard  criterion. 

STUDY  RESULTS 

Forty-three  test  locations  were  studied  for  the  three  configurations  for  four  prevailing 
wind  directions:  northwesterly,  west-northwesterly,  westerly,  and  southwesterly 
(west-southwesterly  winds  are  accounted  for  in  the  analysis  of  southwesterly  winds). 
These  wind  conditions  are  the  most  common  in  San  Francisco,  and  are  therefore  the 
most  representative  for  evaluation  of  the  proposed  building.  All  hot-wire 
measurements  were  taken  at  the  same  series  of  surface  points  around  the  building  site 
for  all  test  configurations  and  wind  directions  included  in  testing. 
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Twelve  of  the  43  test  locations  correspond  to  representative  outdoor  seating  locations: 
five  locations  in  or  near  Civic  Center  Plaza  (test  locations  10-12,  16,  and  17);  five 
locations  in  United  Nations  Plaza  (test  locations  8,  9,  15,  21,  and  22);  and  two 
locations  (13  and  14)  on  Fulton  Street  between  Hyde  and  Larkin  Streets  (the  site  of  the 
proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall). 

Previous  wind-tunnel  testing  and  anecdotal  information  on  wind  conditions  have 
indicated  that  high  wind  speeds  occur  along  Market  Street  near  the  Civic  Center.  The 
analysis  for  this  report  modeled  two  sidewalk  wind  speed  locations  at  the  south  side  of 
the  Fox  Plaza  tower  near  Polk  Street,  and  one  location  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Fox 
Plaza,  on  the  sidewalk  at  Market  and  Hayes  Streets. 

The  locations  of  the  measurement  points  and  the  result  of  the  wind-tunnel  study  for 
compliance  with  the  comfort  criteria  are  summarized  in  Figure  C-1  and  Table  C-1, 
pp.  A.48  and  A.49.  Throughout  the  following  discussion  the  wind  speeds  reported 
refer  to  the  equivalent  wind  speeds  that  would  be  exceeded  10%  of  the  time,  and  about 
0.01%  of  the  time  when  referring  to  the  hazard  criterion. 

Existing 

The  existing  setting  is  considered  windy  with  every  one  of  the  12  measured  seating 
location  exceeding  the  7-mph  outdoor  seating  criterion,  and  29  of  the  total  43  test 
locations  exceeding  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion,  including  nine  of  the  12 
that  exceeded  the  7-mph  criterion   Wind  speeds  in  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United 
Nations  Plaza,  and  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  range  from  8  to  17  mph,  while  wind 
speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  range  from  7  to  21  mph.  At  test  locations  near  the  south 
side  of  Fox  Plaza  (test  locations  41  and  42),  wind  speeds  range  from  15  to  21  mph  and 
exceed  26  mph  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year.  The  sidewalk  location  (test  location 
38)  at  the  Hayes  and  Market  Streets  intersection  also  exceeds  26  mph  for  more  than 
one  hour  per  year.  Wind  speeds  at  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  range 
from  10  to  17  mph.  Generally,  existing  wind  speeds  around  the  perimeter  of  the  New 
Main  Library  site,  occupied  by  only  a  small  existing  structure  (the  City  office  building 
at  100  Larkin  Street),  range  from  7  to  16  mph. 


A.44 


X.  Appendices 


Project  Effects 

The  project  wind  environment  would  be  about  the  same  or  slightly  improved  over  that 
of  the  existing  setting,  with  wind  speeds  generally  changing  by  one  to  two  mph.  There 
would  be  two  new  exceedences  of  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian  criterion  and  one  increase 
of  4  mph.  These  exceedences  would  occur:  i)  in  the  United  Nations  Plaza  at  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  Old  Federal  Building  (test  location  9,  increasing  from  11  to  12 
mph);  ii)  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  Civic  Auditorium  (test  location  33,  increasing 
from  11  to  13  mph);  and  iii)  at  the  northeast  comer  of  the  New  Main  Library  (test 
location  20,  increasing  from  13  to  17  mph). 

As  compared  with  the  existing  setting,  wind  speeds  would  decrease  at  17  locations, 
increase  at  8  locations,  and  remain  the  same  at  18  locations.  Winds  in  the  seating 
areas  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza,  and  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall 
would  continue  to  exceed  the  7-mph  seating  criterion;  however,  the  percentage  time 
exceeded  would  decrease  at  10  of  the  12  representative  seating  locations.  Wind  speeds 
in  the  pedestrian  areas  would  range  from  6  to  21  mph,  compared  to  7  to  21  mph  with 
existing  conditions.  At  the  two  Fox  Plaza  locations  at  Market  and  Polk  Streets,  wind 
speeds  would  range  from  17  to  21  mph,  and  would  continue  to  exceed  26  mph  for 
more  than  one  hour  per  year.  The  sidewalk  location  at  the  Hayes  and  Market  Streets 
intersection  would  continue  to  exceed  26  mph  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year. 

Generally,  wind  speeds  around  the  perimeter  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  site 
would  range  from  9  to  17  mph,  with  two  locations  on  Grove  Street  that  would  decrease 
to  meet  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian  criterion.  Also,  three  other  locations  to  the  east  of  the 
New  Main  Library  site  along  Hyde  Street  would  decrease  to  meet  the  1 1  -mph 
criterion.  Wind  speeds  at  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  would  range  from 
6  to  16  mph,  thus  improving  slightly  as  compared  to  the  existing  setting. 

Overall,  26  of  the  total  43  locations  included  in  the  wind-tunnel  test  (three  fewer  than 
in  the  existing  setting)  would  experience  winds  exceeding  the  11 -mph 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion.  The  project  would  not  cause  any  new  exceedences  of  the 
hazard  criterion. 
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Project  plus  Potential  Development 

This  test  scenario  considered  the  project  in  the  context  of  potential  future  development 
to  the  north  and  northwest  of  the  project  site.  Approximate  maximum  building 
envelopes  of  proposed  or  potential  development  at  450  McAllister,  600  and  650  Van 
Ness,  and  on  the  block  bounded  by  Golden  Gate,  McAllister,  Larkin,  and  Hyde  Streets 
were  included  in  this  scenario. 

For  this  analysis,  the  following  conservative  assumptions  were  made  about  proposed 
and  planned  development  in  the  immediate  area.  The  City  office  building  at 
450  McAllister  Street  would  be  a  70-foot  tall  structure  occupying  a  parcel  bounded  by 
McAllister  Street,  Polk  Street,  Redwood  Alley,  and  an  existing  apartment  building  on 
Van  Ness  Avenue.  The  600  Van  Ness  Avenue  project  would  be  130  feet  tall,  except 
that  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  frontage  would  be  50  feet  tall,  with  a  20-foot  setback  to  the 
130-foot  height.  The  building  would  cover  about  50  percent  of  the  half-block  bounded 
by  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Polk  Street,  and  Elm  Street.  The  650  Van 
Ness  Avenue  development  would  also  be  130  feet  tall,  with  a  40-foot  tall  Van  Ness 
Avenue  parapet  line  and  a  50-foot  setback.  It  would  cover  the  half-block  bounded  by 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  Turk  Street,  Polk  Street,  and  Elm  Street,  with  the  exception  of  the 
southeast  comer  of  Van  Ness  and  Turk  and  the  state  office  building  site  at  525  Golden 
Gate  Avenue.  The  Hastings  development  would  be  the  same  height  as  the  existing 
Hastings  building  at  200  McAllister  Street  (about  80  feet)  and  would  cover  the  entire 
block  bounded  by  Hyde,  McAllister,  and  Larkin  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 
except  the  existing  200  McAllister  building,  the  existing  Abigail  Hotel  at 
246  McAllister  Street,  and  the  City  steam  plant  at  McAllister  and  Larkin  Streets. 
(Assumptions  regarding  the  uses  contained  in  the  planned  Hastings  development  were 
those  made  for  the  cumulative  parking  demand  calculations. 

The  wind  environment  of  the  project  plus  potential  development  would  be  very  similar 
to  that  of  the  project,  with  wind  speeds  increasing  or  decreasing  by  no  more  than  one 
to  two  mph  from  speeds  measured  for  the  project.  Compared  with  the  existing 
setting,  wind  speeds  would  decrease  at  22  locations,  increase  at  9  locations,  and 
remain  the  same  at  12  locations.  Winds  at  11  of  the  12  seating  area  locations  in  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  United  Nations  Plaza,  and  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would 
continue  to  exceed  the  7-mph  seating  criterion;  one  location  at  the  entrance  to  City 
Hall  would  decrease  from  8  to  7  mph  thus  meeting  the  7-mph  seating  criterion.  The 
percentage  of  time  the  criterion  was  exceeded  would  decrease  at  six  of  the  remaining 


A.46 


X.  Appendices 


I I  sites,  would  remain  the  same  at  three  sites,  and  would  increase  at  two  sites.  Wind 
speeds  in  the  pedestrian  areas  would  continue  to  range  from  6  to  21  mph. 

At  the  two  Fox  Plaza  locations  at  Market  and  Polk  Streets,  wind  speeds  would  range 
from  18  to  21  mph,  and  would  continue  to  exceed  26  mph  for  more  than  one  hour  per 
year.  The  sidewalk  location  at  the  Hayes  and  Market  Streets  intersection  would 
continue  to  exceed  26  mph  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year. 

Overall,  25  of  the  total  43  locations  included  in  this  scenario  would  experience  winds 
exceeding  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  (four  fewer  than  in  the  existing 
setting).  No  new  exceedences  of  the  hazard  criterion  would  occur  for  this  scenario. 

SUMMARY 

In  summary,  of  the  43  locations  tested  in  the  wind-tunnel  study,  there  are  29  locations 
where  the  pedestrian  criterion  is  exceeded  under  existing  conditions.  With  the  project, 
there  would  be  26  locations  at  which  the  pedestrian  criterion  would  be  exceeded.  With 
the  project  in  the  cumulative  development  scenario,  there  would  be  25  locations  where 
the  pedestrian  criterion  would  be  exceeded.  In  all  scenarios  tested,  winds  at  three 
locations  exceed  the  hazard  criterion  by  reaching  26-mph  for  one  or  more  hours  per 
year.  The  project  would  not  create  any  new  exceedences  of  the  hazard  criterion. 

NOTES  -  Wind  Study  Methodology 

III  Lawson,  T.V.  and  A.D.  Penwarden,  "The  Effects  of  Wind  on  People  in  the  Vicinity  of 
Buildings,"  Proceedings  of  the  Fourth  International  Conference  on  Wind  Effects  on 
Buildings  and  Structures,  London,  1975,  Cambridge  University  Press,  Cambridge,  U.K., 
605-622  1976. 

HI    Equivalent  mean  wind  speed  is  defined  as  the  mean  wind,  multiplied  by  the  quantity 
(one  plus  three  times  the  turbulence  intensity)  divided  by  1.45. 

131    Arens,  E.,  "Designing  for  Acceptable  Wind  Environment,"  Transactions  Engineering 
Joumal,  ASCE  107,  No.  TE  2,  p.  127-141,  1981. 
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Note:    Wind  speed  measurements  at  these  test 

locations  are  shown  in  Table  C-1  on  page  A-49. 
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Figure  C-I 

Locations  of  Wind 
Speed  Measurements 
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TABLE  C-1:  WIND  SPEED  MEASUREMENTS/a/ 


 Existing  Setting   Projed    Project  pius  PcXenfiaJ  Devekapfne^i 

Loca-     10%Exc.  %  Time  Exceeded:       Hazard  10%Exc.  %  Time  Exceeded:      Hazard  10%Exc.  %  Time  Exceeded:  Hazard 

tioo       Speed     11-mph     7-mph      Exceedence  Speed     ll-mph     7-fnph     Exceedence        Speed      11-nr>ph    7-mph  Exceedence 
(mph)     Criterion   Criterion    (^>oors/year)        (nTp*^)     Criterion   Criterion   (hoors/year)         (rnph)      Crilerion  Critenon  (hours'year) 


1 

12 

3% 

12 

12 

3% 

2 

10 

10 

10 

3 

12 

1% 

12 

2% 

11 

4 

9 

9 

9 

5 

16 

18% 

15 

17% 

14 

6% 

6 

9 

11 

9 

7 

12 

4% 

12 

2% 

11 

8 

12 

6% 

32% 

11 

26% 

13 

6% 

32% 

9 

11 

23% 

12 

3% 

26% 

12 

2% 

27% 

10 

8 

8% 

8 

6% 

7 

11 

14 

13% 

38% 

16 

16% 

39% 

16 

16% 

39% 

12 

11 

32% 

11 

30% 

12 

2% 

32% 

13 

15 

15% 

42% 

13 

10% 

39% 

13 

10% 

39% 

14 

17 

24% 

47% 

16 

18% 

41% 

16 

17% 

40% 

15 

15 

14% 

38% 

15 

12% 

37% 

15 

14% 

37% 

16 

13 

10% 

40% 

12 

7% 

37% 

13 

10% 

40% 

17 

15 

18% 

46% 

13 

9% 

39% 

13 

8% 

38% 

18 

13 

10% 

13 

7% 

13 

5% 

19 

16 

18% 

14 

10% 

14 

9% 

20 

13 

8% 

17 

20% 

17 

21% 

21 

13 

8% 

34% 

11 

22% 

11 

25% 

22 

13 

8% 

33% 

13 

6% 

30% 

13 

8% 

32% 

23 

11 

11 

10 

24 

12 

5% 

12 

7% 

11 

25 

14 

12% 

13 

6% 

13 

9% 

26 

16 

19% 

IS 

13% 

15 

14% 

27 

14 

12% 

9 

10 

28 

13 

9% 

9 

9 

29 

17 

23% 

11 

11 

30 

17 

24% 

16 

16% 

16 

17% 

31 

16 

20% 

16 

18% 

16 

19% 

32 

9 

10 

10 

33 

11 

13 

7% 

12 

4% 

34 

10 

10 

9 

35 

10 

6 

6 

36 

13 

8% 

12 

5% 

12 

2% 

37 

13 

7% 

13 

9% 

13 

9% 

38 

15 

7% 

25 

14 

2% 

21 

14 

7% 

39 

7 

9 

9 

40 

9 

9 

8 

41 

15 

19% 

1 

17 

24% 

1 

18 

27% 

42 

21 

30% 

36 

21 

30% 

22 

21 

31% 

43 

10 

10 

10 

An/  Locations  of  wind  speed  measurements  are  shown  on  Figure  C-1  on  p.  A.48. 
SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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APPENDIX  D:  TRANSPORTATION 


TAB  LE  D- 1 :  PASSENGER  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  ON  BUS  TRANSIT 


Level  of  Passengers 
Service  Description  per  Seat 

A     Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  of  excellent  passenger  0.00-0.50 
comfort.  Passenger  loadings  are  low  with  fewer  than  half  the 
seats  filled.  There  is  little  or  no  restriction  on  passenger 
maneuverability.  Passenger  loading  times  do  not  affect  scheduled 
operation. 

B     Level  of  Service  B  is  in  the  range  of  passenger  comfort  with  0.51-0.75 
moderate  passenger  loadings.  Passengers  still  have  reasonable 
freedom  of  movement  on  the  transit  vehicle.  Passenger  loading 
times  do  not  affect  scheduled  operations. 

C     Level  of  Service  C  is  still  in  the  zone  of  passenger  comfort,  but        0.76-1 .00 
loadings  approach  seated  capacity  and  passenger  maneuverability 
on  the  transit  vehicle  is  beginning  to  be  restricted.  Relatively 
satisfactory  operating  schedules  are  still  obtained  as  passenger 
loading  times  are  not  excessive. 

D     Level  of  Service  D  approaches  uncomfortable  passenger  1.01-1.25 
conditions  with  tolerable  numbers  of  standees.  Passengers  have 
restricted  freedom  to  move  about  on  the  transit  vehicle. 
Conditions  can  be  tolerated  for  short  periods  of  time.  Passenger 
loadings  begin  to  affect  schedule  adherence,  as  the  restricted 
freedom  of  movement  for  passengers  requires  longer  loading 
times. 

E     Level  of  Service  E  passenger  loadings  approach  manufacturers'  1.26-1.50 
recommended  maximums  and  passenger  comfort  is  at  low  levels. 
Freedom  to  move  about  is  substantially  diminished.  Passenger 
loading  times  increase  as  mobility  of  passengers  on  the  transit 
vehicle  decreases.  Scheduled  operation  is  difficult  to  maintain  at 
this  level.  Bunching  of  buses  tends  to  occur,  which  can  rapidly 
cause  operations  to  deteriorate. 

F     Level  of  Service  F  describes  crush  loadings.  Passenger  comfort  1.51-1.60 
and  maneuverability  are  extremely  poor.  Crush  loadings  lead  to 
deterioration  of  scheduled  operations  through  substantially 
increased  loading  times. 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc.  from  information  in  the  Interim 
Materials  on  Highway  Capacity,  Transportation  Research  Circular  212, 
pp.  73-1 13,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980. 
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INTERSECTION  ANALYSIS 

The  capacity  analysis  of  each  intersection  at  which  a  turning  movement  count  was 
made  used  the  "critical  lane"  method.  This  method  of  capacity  calculation  is  a 
summation  of  maximum  conflicting  approach  lane  volumes  that  gives  the  capacity  of 
an  intersection  in  vehicles  per  hour  per  lane.  (This  method  is  explained  in  detail  in  an 
article  entitled  "Intersection  Capacity  Measurement  Through  Critical  Movement 
Summations:  A  Planning  Tool,"  by  Henry  B.  Mclnemey  and  Stephen  G.  Peterson, 
January  1971,  Traffic  Engineering.  This  method  is  also  explained  in  "Interim 
Materials  on  Highway  Capacity",  Transportation  Research  Circular  No.  212, 
Transportation  Research  Board,  January  1980).  The  maximum  service  volume  for 
Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed  as  intersection  capacity.  A  service  volume  is  the 
maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  an  intersection  during  a  specified  time 
period  in  which  operating  conditions  are  maintained  corresponding  to  the  selected  and 
specified  Level  of  Service  (see  Table  D-2).  For  each  intersection  analyzed,  the 
existing  peak-hour  volume  was  computed  and  a  volume-to-capacity  (v/c)  ratio 
calculated  by  dividing  the  existing  volume  by  the  capacity  at  Level  of  Service  E. 

Levels  of  Service  for  unsignalized  intersections  are  presented  in  Table  D-3. 

Intersections  analyzed  are  shown  in  Figure  D-2. 

PEDESTRIAN  ANALYSIS 

Pedestrian  levels  of  service  were  calculated  using  the  Pushkarev  and  Zupan's  Urban 
Space  for  Pedestrians  (MIT  Press,  1975).  For  pedestrian  crosswalks,  pedestrian  flow 
rates,  or  the  number  of  pedestrians  passing  a  point  per  unit  of  time,  are  the  basis  for  the 
flow  regime  designation.  The  flow  rate  is  calculated  using  the  width  of  the  crosswalk 
and  the  number  of  pedestrians  using  the  crosswalk  per  peak  15-minute  period. 
Qualitatively,  the  flow  regime  indicates  the  "the  freedom  to  choose  desired  speeds  and 
to  bypass  others."  Table  D-4  shows  the  relationship  between  pedestrian  flow  rates  and 
the  flow  regimes  (categories)  used  to  describe  levels  of  operation.  Figure  D-3  shows 
photographs  of  pedestrian  conditions  that  correspond  to  the  flow  regimes. 
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TABLE  D-2:  VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  AT  SIGNALIZED 
INTERSECTIONS 


Level  of  Volume/Capacity 
Service  Description  (v/c)  Ratio/a/ 

A     Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.00-0.60 
an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are 
made  easily.  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No  vehicles  wait 
longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  operation 
can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B     Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.61-0.70 
an  intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may 
be  encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted 
within  groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  very  good. 

C     Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.71-0.80 
an  intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur 
behind  turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted, 
but  not  objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to 
wait  more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D     Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  0.81-0.90 
causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches 
to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period. 
However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such 
that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive 
back-ups.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  fair. 

E     Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  0.91-1.00 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  upstream 
of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several 
signal  cycles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
poor. 

F     Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Back-ups  l.Ol-i- 
from  locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or 
prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under 
consideration.  Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the 
intersection  vary  from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.  Because  of 
the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 


/a/    Capacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  from  Transportation  Research 
Circular  No.  212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980. 
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TABLE  D-3:  VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  AT  UNSIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 


Level  of 

Service  Description 

A  Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an 

intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made  easily. 
Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  excellent. 

B  Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an 

intersection  is  occasionally  fully  used  and  some  delays  may  be 
encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted  within 
groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
very  good. 

C  Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an 

intersection  is  often  fully  used  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  turning 
vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not  objectionably  so. 
The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  causing 

substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  to  the  intersection 
during  short  times  within  the  peak  period.  The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  fair. 

E  Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  vehicles  that 

any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At  capacity  there  may  be 
long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of  the  intersection  and  vehicles 
may  experience  very  long  delays.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  poor. 

F  Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Insufficient  gaps  of 

suitable  size  exist  to  permit  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach 
under  consideration.  Extremely  long  delays  occur,  and  drivers  may  select 
smaller  than  usual  gaps.  In  such  cases,  safety  may  be  a  problem.  This 
condition  usually  warrants  improvement  to  the  intersection. 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  from  Highway  Capacity  Manual,  Special 
Report  209,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1985. 
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TABLE  D-4:  PEDESTRIAN  FLOW  REGIMEN 


Flow  Reginie/a/ 
Open 

Unimpeded 
Impeded 

Constrained 
Crowded 


Choice 

Free  Selection 
Some  Selection 
Some  Selection 

Some  Restriction 
Restricted 


Conflicts 

None 

Minor 

High  Indirect 
Interaction 

Multiple 

High  Probability 


Flow  Rate  (p/f/m)/b/ 
less  than  0.5 
0.5  to  2.0 
2.1  to  6.0 

6.1  to  10.0 
10.1  to  14.0 


 Design  Limit  -  Upper  Limit  of  Desirable  Flow  

Congested  All  Reduced  Frequent  14.1  to  18.0 

Jammed  Shuffle  Only  Unavoidable  Not  applicable/c/ 


/a/    Photographs  of  these  conditions  are  shown  in  Figure  D-2. 
Ihl    P/F/M  =  Pedestrians  per  foot  of  effective  sidewalk  width  per  minute. 
Id    For  Jammed  Flow,  the  (attempted)  flow  rate  degrades  to  zero  at  complete 
breakdown. 

SOURCE:  Pushkarev  and  Zupan,  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians,  MIT  Press,  1975, 
Cambridge,  MA. 
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JAMMED  FLOW.  Space  per  pedestrian 
in  this  view  is  about  3.8  sq  ft  (0.35 

).  This  is  representative  of  the 
lower  half  of  the  speed-flow  curve, 
where  only  shuffling  movement  is 
possible  and  even  the  extremely  un- 


comfortable maximum  flow  rate  of 
25  people  per  min  per  ft  (82  per  m) 
of  walkway  width  cannot  be  attained 
due  to  lack  of  space.  Photograph  by 
Louis  B.  Schlivek. 


The  threshold  of  CONGESTED  FLOW. 
The  first  eleven  people  in  the  view 
have  about  16  sq  ft  (1.5  m^  )  per  per- 
son, corresponding  to  a  flow  rate  of 
about  15  people  per  min  per  ft  (49 
per  m)  of  walkway  width.  The  begin- 
nings of  congestion  are  evident  in 
bodily  conflicts  affecting  at  least  three 
of  the  walkers,  and  in  blocked  oppor- 
tunities for  walking  at  a  normal  pace. 


The  onset  of  CROWDED  FLOW,  with 
an  average  of  about  24  sq  ft  (2.2  m^  ) 
per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of  about  10 
people  per  min  per  ft  (33  per  m)  of 
walkway  width.  Choice  of  speed  is  par- 
tially restricted,  the  probability  of 
conflicts  is  fairly  high,  passing  is  diffi- 
cult. Voluntary  groups  of  two,  of 
which  two  can  be  seen  in  the  picture, 
are  maintained,  but  cause  interference. 
Note  also  some  overflow  into  the  vehi- 
cular roadway  in  the  background. 


The  midpoint  of  the  CONSTRAINED 
FLOW  range,  with  about  30  sq  ft 
(2.8  m^  )  per  person,  or  a  flow  rate  of 
about  8  people  per  min  per  ft  (26  per 
m)  of  walkway  width.  The  choice  of 
speed  is  occasionally  restricted,  cross- 
ing and  passing  movements  are  possi- 
ble, but  with  interference  and  with 
the  likelihood  of  conflicts.  The  man  in 
the  dark  suit  seems  to  be  able  to  cross 
in  front  of  the  two  women  in  the  fore- 
ground quite  freely,  but  in  the  back- 
ground near  the  curb  people  are 
having  difficulty  with  passing  maneu- 


SOLTRCE:  Pushkarev  and  Zupan 
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Figure  D-3 

Photos  of  Pedestrial  Flow  Levels 
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I  lu-  iiiidpoini  of  llu-  IMri.Dl.i) 
I  I.OW  r.mm'.  willi  .ihoul  7")  st|  fl 
((t.'J  ni'  )  per  person,  or  .1  How  rale  of 
abuul  4  i)c<ipli'  per  min  per  fl  ( 1  .'1  per 
m)  of  walkway  widlli.  IMiysieal  con- 
rikls  arc  al)senl,  l>ul  pedestrian  navi- 
gation does  retpiirc  (  (instant  iiidirei  I 
inlerj(  lion  with  others.  I  his  r.ite  of 
flow  is  re( oniniended  as  an  upper 
limit  lor  the  design  (d  outdoor  walk- 
ways in  shopping;  districts  and  oilier 
dense  parts  of  downtown  areas. 


1  he  borderline  between  l.MI'I-.DI.D 
and  IMMi'l.DLD  1-  I.OW,  willi  about 
I  30  sq  fl  (12      )  per  person,  or  a 
flow  rate  of  aboul  2  people  per  min 
per  fl  (6.')  per  m)  of  walkway  width. 
Individuals  as  well  as  couples  visible  in 
this  view  have  a  choice  of  si)ced  and 
direction  of  movement.  This  rate  of 
How  is  recommended  for  design  of 
outdoor  walkways  in  office  districts 
and  other  less  dense  parts  of  down- 
town areas. 


Ihe  uneven  nature  of  I'MMri. 1)1.1) 
I  LOW.  Wliile  the  people  walking  in 
the  pla/a   which  is  17  fl  (.').2  ni)  wide, 
lompared  lu  2.'i  ft  (7  m)  in  the  pre(  ed- 
ing  picture    have  almost  I'M)  scj  ft 
(12  m^ )  per  i)erson  on  the  .iverage,  the 
sp.ice  allocation  lor  the  eight  indivi- 
duals in  the  foreground  is  (  loser  to  7(1 
st|  It  (I). -I  m^).  I  bus,  indirect  inler- 
.H  lion  with  others  is  still  ((uite  fre- 
(pient  in  the  upper  range  of  I'N- 
I.MI'1, 1)1.1)  l  l.OW. 


Lower  range  of  I'M.MI'I.DI.l)  move- 
ment, approadiing  OI'I.N  1  LOW. 
.Miout  rifiO  SCJ  ft  (.'52.2  m*)  per  person, 
or  a  How  rale  of  less  than  1  (lerson  per 
min  per  ft  (,'L3  per  m)  of  walkway 
width,  (iomplete  freedom  to  sele(  l  the 
speed  and  direction  of  movement;  in- 
dividuals behave  quite  independently 
ol  e.K  h  other,  lor  a  design  st.indard 
l)ased  solely  on  pedestrian  density,  this 
.imouni  (d  spai  e  can  be  considered  ex- 
I  cssive. 
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Figure  D-3  (continued) 
Photos  of  Pedestrian  Flow  Levels 
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TABLE  D-5:  PARKING  DEMAND  CALCULATIONS 


PARKING  METHODOLOGY 

Patrons:  Peak  number  of  patron  entrances  or  exits  x  duration  of  visit  (hours)  x  percent  of  patrons  driving 
driving  alone  -i-  number  of  personsA'ehicle  =  peak-hour  parking  demand 

Employees:  Number  of  employees  present  on  weekday  x  percent  of  employees  driving  alone  number 
of  persons  per  vehicle  =  employee  parking  demand 


Patrons 

New  Main  Library  (net  new) 
Asian  Art  Museum  (new) 
Project  Patrons  Total 


Peak  number  Duration  of 
of  patrons       visit  (hrs.) 


545 
500 


Percent  of  Persons  per 
patrons  drive  vehicle 


20 
29 


1.3 
1.4 


Peak-hour 
pkg.  demand 

84 

207 
291 


Employees 


Number  of      Percent  of 
employees  /a/  empl.  driving 


New  Main  Library  (net  new)  4 
Asian  Art  Museum  (new)  135 
Project  Employees  Total 
PROJECT-GENERATED  DEMAND 


15.8 
15.8 


Displaced  Parking 

Fulton  Street 
Marshall  Square 
Project  site 

Total  displaced  parking 


Peak  non-spec.  Special  event 
Avg.  Weekday  event  weekday  weekday 


48 
97 
10 
155 


92 
108 
10 
210 


92 
128 
10 

230 


Employee 
pkg.  demand 

1 

21 
22 
313 


TOTAL  DEMAND 


Avg.  weekday  468 
Peak  non-special  event  wkdy.  523 
Special  event  weekday  543 


/a/  -  For  library  employees,  75%  would  be  present  on  a  weekday.  The  figure  in  the  table 
represents  75%  of  a  total  of  5  net  new  full-time-equivalent  library  employees. 


A.61 


X.  Appendices 


APPENDIX  E:  AIR  QUALITY 


TABLE  E-1:  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY,  1987-1989 


Pollutaut 


Monitoring  Data  by  Year  /a/ 
Standard      1987      1988  1989 


Ozone  (O3) 

Highest  1-hr  average,  ppm/b/ 

0.09/c/ 

0.09 

0.09 

0.08 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

0 

0 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO> 

Highest  1-hr  average,  ppm 

20.0/c/ 

17.0 

15.0 

14.0 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

0 

0 

Highest  8-hr  average,  ppm 

9.0/c/ 

10,0 

12,8 

9.0 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

1 

1 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (NO2) 
Highest  1-hr  average,  ppm 
Number  of  standard  excesses 


0.25/c/ 


0.15 
0 


0.12 
0 


0.1 4/e/ 
0 


Sulfur  Dioxide  (SO2) 
Highest  24-hr  average,  ppm 
Number  of  standard  excesses 


0.05/d,f/ 


0.01 
0 


0.01 
0 


0.02 
0 


Particulate  Matter- 10  Microti  (PM j q) 
Highest  24-hr  average,  ug/m-^/b/ 

Number  of  standard  excesses /g/ 
Annual  Geometric  Mean,  ug/m^ 

Lead 

Highest  30-day  average,  ug/m^ 
Number  of  standard  excesses 


50/c/ 
30/c/ 


1.5/d/ 


65 
4 

21.7 


0.10 
0 


ill 

5 

23.1 


0.11 
0 


im. 

13 

11^ 


0.09 
0 


NOTES:  NR  =  Not  Recorded;  NA  =  Not  Applicable 

Underlined  values  indicate  violations  of  standards. 

/a/    CO  data  were  collected  at  the  BAAQMD  monitoring  station  at  939  Ellis  Street;  all  other  data  were 

collected  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station, 
/b/    ppm  -  parts  per  million;  ug/m^  -  micrograms  per  cubic  meter, 
/c/    State  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded, 
/d/    State  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

/e/    Data  presented  are  valid,  but  incomplete  in  that  an  insufficient  number  of  valid  data  points  were 

collected  to  meet  EPA  and/or  ARB  criteria  for  representativeness. 
/{/     State  standard  applies  at  locations  where  state  1-hour  ozone  or  particulate  standards  are  violated. 

Federal  standard  of  365  ug/m^  applies  elsewhere, 
/g/    Measured  every  six  days. 

SOURCE:  California  Air  Resources  Board,  Air  Quality  Data  Summaries,  1987-1989. 
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APPENDIX  F:  TYPICAL  NOISE  LEVELS 


TABLE  F-1:  TYPICAL  NOISE  LEVELS 


Decibels 
110 

Pile  Driver  (from  50  feet) 

100 

GMC  8  Cylinder  MUNI  Bus  Accelerating  at 


Very  Loud 


Loud 


Quiet 


Very  Quiet 


15  Feet 
90 

MUNI  Streetcar,  25  MPH  at  25  Feet 

80 

70  Typical  Passenger  car,  25  MPH  at  25  Feet 

60  Normal  Speech  at  3  Feet 

Acceptable  Residential  Outdoor  Level  - 
EPA  Standard 

50 

Small  Town  Residential  Cul-de-Sac 

40 

Whisper  at  3  Feet 

30 


SOURCE:  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation  Noise,  Environmental  Protection 
Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  San  Francisco,  December  1987. 
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XI.  EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS;  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS 
CONSULTED 


EIR  AUTHORS 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Barbara  W.  Sahm 

EIR  Coordinator:  Carol  Roos 


EIR  CONSULTANTS 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
301  Brannan  Street.  Suite  200 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Associate  in  Charge:  Michael  Rice 

Project  Manager:  Sally  E.  Maxwell 

Deputy  Project  Manager:  Karl  F.  Heisler 

Archeo-Tec 
(Cultural  Resources) 
5283  Broadway 
Oakland,  C A  94618 
Allen  Pastron 


Geo/Resource  Consultants,  Inc. 
(Geology  and  Seismicity) 
85 1  Harrison  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107-1811 
Eric  S.  Ng 


Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
(Transportation) 
282  Second  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Mark  Wagner 


PROJECT  SPONSOR 

San  Francisco  Library  Commission 
c/o  Bureau  of  Architecture 
City  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall,  Room  265 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Nonnan  Karasick,  City  Architect 

Russell  Abel,  Project  Manager 

Victor  Talatala 

San  Francisco  Library  Commission 
Public  Library 
Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Richard  Walsh,  Commission  Secretary 
Kathryn  Page,  Chief,  Facilities  Development 

Asian  Art  Museum 

Goklen  Gate  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 

Judith  Teichman,  Project  Manager.  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center 

Jennifer  Vickers.  Plimning  Assistant 
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PROJECT  ARCHITECTS  (San  Francisco  Main  Library) 


Pei  Cobb  Freed  &  Partners 
600  Madison  Avenue 
New  York,  NY  10022 
Jennifer  Sage 
Robert  Madey 


Simon  Martin- Vegue  Winkelstein  Moris 

501  Second  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94107 

Anthony  Bemheim 

Ben  Larson 


ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Arts  Commission 

Molly  Lambert,  Acting  Collections  Manager 

Bureau  of  Architecture 

RusseU  Abel,  Project  Manager 

Department  of  City  Planning 
Rana  Ahmadi,  Planner 
Randall  Dean,  Planner 
Mary  Gallagher,  Planner 
Joem  Kroll,  Planner 

Calvin  Malone,  Capital  Program  Manager 
Bill  Wycko,  Planner 

City  HaJl 

John  Cone,  Building  Superintendent 

Clean  Water  Program 

Nathan  Lee,  Investigator 

Convention  Facilities 

Jack  Moerschbaecher,  Director 

Fire  Department 

Capt.  William  Shore,  Administrative  Officer,  Division  of  Support  Services 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary 

Municipal  Railway 
James  D.  Lowe 

Parking  and  Traffic 

Jerry  Robbins,  Planner 

Police  Department 

Steven  V.  Lutes,  Planning  Analyst 

Public  Library 

Matthew  Smith,  Chief  Engineer,  Main  Library 

Public  Works 

Jorge  Alfaro,  Project  Manager,  Earthquake  Safety  Bond  Program 
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Water  Department 

Martin  H.  Lieberman,  Manager.  City  Distribution  Division 

Others 

BART 

Joan  Nomura,  Planner 

Caltrans 

Greg  Bayol,  Public  Information  Officer 
Lisa  Murphy,  Public  Information  Officer 

Civic  Center  Garage 

Fred  Sereno,  Manager 

Five  Star  Parking  (Performing  Arts  Garage) 
Don  Whitaker,  Manager 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law 

Edward  Levine,  Director  of  Facilities 

Heart  of  the  City  Farmers'  Market 
Christine  Adams,  Manager 

San  Francisco  Museum  of  Modem  Art 

Anne  Hayden,  Deputy  Director  of  Development 

Pacific  Bell 

R.  Ancheta,  Engineer 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co. 

Jim  Crane,  Industrial  Power  Engineer 

Shorenstein,  Hays,  Nederlander 

Pat  Heasy,  Production  Manager 

State  Architect's  Office 

Larry  Guthrie,  Chief  of  Architecture  and  Engineering 
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